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ABSTRACT
Assessing Faculty and Administration Perspectives on 
Implementing the Boyer Model
by
Delilah Anne Schwaner
Dr. Dale G. Andersen, Examination Committee Chair,
Professor of Educational Leadership,
University o f Nevada, Las Vegas
The Boyer model is a well-recognized format chosen by many universities as a guide 
for leave, rank and tenure criteria, and for rewarding activities by faculty. Given a past, 
brief association with this model by fecuhy and administration at Southern Utah 
University, and the continuing need for a con^rehensive review o f scholarly effort in the 
institution, this study was undertaken to gauge the level of understanding of Boyer’s 
model and his four scholarships, satisfaction with present policies, and attitudes toward 
change. The aim was to explore the use o f a questionnaire as an instrument to measure 
knowledge and attitudes, to con^are responses campus-wide and among various 
colleges, and to recommend a future direction for gathering more information that would 
help the university focus on the Boyer model.
For convenience, all tenured and tenure-track fecuhy and administration were asked to 
respond to a questionnaire consisting o f Likert-type questions with ordinal scale
m
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responses. Responses to questions, singty or in groups coireqwnding to several research 
questions, were analyzed with non-parametric statistical tests.
Although the number o f returned questionnaires was a small percentage o f the total 
disseminated to university personnel, the numbers received were representative of at least 
colleges within the university. Responses indicated that the majority o f respondents had 
knowledge o f and were amenable to incorporation of the Boyer model in criteria 
developed at department-level for fecuhy reward policies. Ahhough clearly interested in 
change, the majority, were not at all interested in a one-size-fîts-all set o f criteria. 
Communication among various levels within the university, from within departments to 
among colleges, seemed to be lacking and this appeared to be critical to attitudinal 
differences among colleges on the issues of change and implementation of new crheria 
for rewarding fecuhy.
Recommendations for further investigation of people’s attitudes included 
modifications to the questionnaire and its dissemination, finding ways to increase returns 
by more personal contact with faculty and administrators, and providing more 
information about the model whh administrative support
IV
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
Among the many problems that administrators must solve in higher education, is 
how to foster a balance among teaching, scholarship and service in a constantly changing 
university environment. This is not a problem for higher administrators alone, but largely 
falls on fecuky, department chairs and deans, as well. However, administration has the 
responsibility to coordinate as well as make final determinations to meet criteria set by 
accreditation boards, the Board of Regents, and the legislature. Because each level in 
this hierarchy thinks, acts and reacts differently, due to the varied objectives under which 
they operate, it seems important to understand, ‘fi-om the group up’ so to speak, what 
each level is thinking and doing. Because this is the focus of attention presently at 
Southern Utah University (SUU), it seems relevant and appropriate to study the dynamics 
o f these changes at SUU.
Statement o f the Problem 
Southern Utah University (SUU) recently attenqited a “reorganization and 
reprioritization” of the institution, especially in the area of scholarship. Scholarship has 
historically been cited as a component o f the Leave, Rank, and Tenure (LRT) policy at 
this institution. However, because o f the current review, the definition and attending 
expectations are the center o f controversy. Scholarship has taken on new meanings, whh
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feelings of defensiveness arising often, especially among the faculty. The review also 
has triggered numerous and varied problems between tlie faculty and administration 
Historically, SUU has been looked upon primarily, if not exclusively, as a teaching 
institution, both internally and externally. SUU was accorded University status in 1991 
but has retained its contextual image as a teaching institution. After the last regional 
accreditation visit (1998), the institution was compelled to look at various aspects of the 
standards of assessment used by the Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges 
(NWASC). One of the issues raised by the accreditation evaluation being standards of 
scholarship. This has forced the university to examine and revise its LRT policy. 
Teaching effectiveness, scholarly activity, professional commitment and service to the 
university have long been prominent components of this policy. However, no clear 
definition of any of the above was developed or enforced at SUU, particularly with 
regard to scholarly effort.
Though a process of shared governance operated at SUU, faculty have made 
decisions within various department and college committees, and ultimately by the 
University LRT Committee, many without the benefit o f clear definitions and assessment 
benchmarks. With a new administration (President and Provost), the requirements for 
rank and tenure have been looked at more critically. More precise guidelines and 
definitions are now being formulated and adopted as policy. It is generally expected by 
faculty that policies will also be more strictly enforced or applied. Realizing the attitude 
that “it is difficult to accept change,” the institution is endeavoring to develop a plan of 
action that will facilitate modifications in LRT policy without creating a chaotic situation 
among faculty.
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Purpose o f the Study 
The purpose o f the study was to assess SUU Acuity's knowledge about, attitudes 
toward and extent o f receptivity toward acceptance of the Boyer model as a vehicle for 
modification o f the LRT guidelines at SUU. It was further intended to determine if 
differences on these variables could be determined among the academic units o f the 
institution.
Background
The Boyer model and Boyer’s definition o f scholarship (Boyer, 1990), and the 
Standards o f Scholarly Work discussed in Arreola (2000) and Glassick, et aL (1997) have 
been visited as guides to develop this plan. The fecuhy and administration have met and 
discussed the Boyer model and feel this is a viable avenue to pursue. Whenever change in 
policy occurs, h is prudent to develop standards or criteria to enable those changes to be 
implemented smoothly. This seems appropriate at SUU for the adoption o f the Boyer 
model o f scholarship, teaching and service, in order to promote confidence in the 
assessment process.
In Scholarship Reconsidered (1990), Boyer proposed a new approach to the 
subject o f scholarship in higher education. He encouraged the recognition of scholarship 
as a human activity that goes beyond grants and publications, and extends scholarship to 
a wider range o f professional activhies. He further emphasized the idea of broadening 
the role of the university to include the integration o f diverse information for non­
specialists, application through service activities to solve problems o f the local 
community and to bring knowledge through pedagogical methods to students (Carter,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1992).
Boyer’s idea o f redefining and evaluating fecuhy scholarship has led to the concept of 
the negotiable “creativity contract” (Ehrlich, 1992). Boyer further argued that 
univershies have stressed research to the detriment o f teaching. In feet, many institutions 
implement reward systems with the main emphasis toward research. In order to eliminate 
this imbalance, Boyer’s model lends hself to a much broader concept o f fecuhy 
scholarship.
It must be recognized that if an institution of higher education is committed to 
redefining scholarship, h may be necessary to specify criteria for excellence in each area. 
It is likely that each academic department will have different opinions o f the new 
definhions. “We conclude that the full range of fecuhy talent must be more creatively 
assessed. It is unacceptable, we believe, to go on using research and publication as the 
primary criterion for tenure and promotion when other educational obligations are 
required... Clearly, the time has come not only to reconsider the meaning of scholarship 
but also to take the next step and consider ways by which the faculty reward system can 
be improved” (Boyer, 1990).
Standards used in such career related decisions as LRT must be appropriate for all 
aspects of the process. However, this new direction at SUU has created many 
misunderstandings, some impairment in communication, rumors that have stirred turmoil, 
and even personal threats. In the interests of pinpointing areas of disagreement, 
examining strategies that have been used elsewhere that might help resolve the issues 
involved, recording the progress o f the “reorganization and reprioritization o f SUU and
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stating recommendations as the process unfolds, this study will address the SUU 
dilemma. In a 1994 interview, Boyer stated: “It’s one thing to broaden the definition of 
scholarship, but the next concern is how to evaluate it all in a legitimate way. Without 
standards, people are afiaid it will be soft and sentimental” (Magner, 1994).
Conceptual Framework
The term scholarship or scholarly activity has been debated and defined in many 
ways for a long period o f time. Research indicates there seems to be no true definition or 
universally accepted meaning. According to Finnegan (1999), “many noted 
academicians in recent years have called for a closer examination and redefinition of 
what is considered scholarly activity.” Boyer (1990) advocated the recognition of four 
different types of scholarship, namely the scholarships oft discovery, integration, 
application, and teaching. The Scholarship of Discovery is closest to the current, 
predominant view o f scholarship, namely traditional research. Boyer recognized this 
aspect o f scholarship as extremely important and not to be diminished by any change in 
university policy. In feet, Boyer believed that research is an integral part of being a 
scholar. However, it was not an ability that needed to be continually demonstrated.
Being on the cutting edge of one’s discipline requires a tremendous amount o f time, 
energy, and focus (Finnegan 1999).
The Scholarship o f Integration allows the scholar to look more broadly and gain 
perspective o f research, which at times can become very narrowly defined. Integration 
enables one to make connections within and across disciplines, and if done properly 
opens scholarship to fi^sh, imaginative review and assessment, thus producing valuable 
new perspectives on scholarship.
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The Scholarship of Application is most closely associated with service, both 
university and community wide. This scholarship provides a direction for the scholar to 
apply their knowledge to practical problems and activities in the broader community.
The extension o f one’s expertise would be applied to activities such as consulting, 
serving on commissions or task forces examining ways to resolve problems that are 
affecting citizens, being an expert witness for study groups in the community, and as a 
productive member of the university community itself.
The Scholarship o f Teaching draws from each o f the other areas with the specific 
goal o f facilitating the transfer o f knowledge to, and the growth of understanding, by 
students. In order to practice the Scholarship of Teaching, fecuhy must be 
knowledgeable in their field as well as effective in facilitating learning by others.
Boyer’s work has created a great impact on many universities, especially in the 
evaluation of the productivity o f fecuhy in their professional schools. In fact, h changed 
the way of thinking most univershies used in determining standards for promotion and 
tenure campus-wide. Apparently the greatest effect occurred at research and doctoral 
granting institutions where scholarship had been tradhionally viewed as synonymous 
whh research. The majorhy o f fecuhy surveyed by the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching (CFAT) National Survey on the Reexamination of Faculty 
Roles and Rewards (Glassick, et aL 1997), reported that scholarship was being widely 
redefined consistent whh Boyer’s model (Finnegan 1999).
However, at SUU and other similar insthutions, these efforts to redefine 
scholarship or scholarly activity have encountered resistance in the form o f fecuhy beliefe 
and atthudes, such as the belief that research is the only true form of scholarship. Can
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such beliefe be changed to reflect a more tolerant attitude? How does this change take 
place? To what degree are fecuhy, both at Southern Utah University and other, similar 
institutions, open to ahematives to “tradhional” research? And, what are fecuhy attitudes 
toward adopting these ahematives?
It is important to keep in mind that Boyer consistently stressed the inqwrtance of 
r^orous assessment: assessment o f seK assessment o f peers, and assessment o f 
audience. Without this rigorous assessment, many feel that definitions are superfluous.
In feet, Perlberg (1983) stated, “poor evaluation contributes to the low status o f teaching 
in the university”. Boyer’s four scholarships help to nullify this criticism. If  the fecuhy 
is encouraged to periodically step back and look at their work in a larger context, will this 
devaluation be lessened? Also, if the faculty is encouraged to extend their scholarly 
knowledge and abilhies into the greater community, will the attitudes o f isolation also be 
diminished?
Should the idea of a search for an exact definhion of scholarship be abandoned in 
order to broaden the area o f scholarship? It is known from past research and dialogue 
that most departments will define scholarship narrowly for their own disciplines and 
needs. Many authors have proposed modified and expanded views of faculty scholarship. 
Diamond (1999) believes that this definition o f what is acceptable should rest with the 
department or discipline, while keeping in tune with the mission o f the university. 
However, the argument arises that without a common definition, how can administrators 
require increased fecuhy productivity?
Finally, what conqponents o f this entire process o f bringing about changes in attitude, 
implementation, support, and productivity with regard to teaching, scholarship, and
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8service are most and least well accepted by faculty? Do attitudes vary between
disciplines? Are the perceptions o f fecuhy at odds whh those of the administration?
Research Questions
Knowing that SUU fecuhy and administration have at least been introduced to the 
Boyer model and Arreola's guidelines for fecuhy evaluation during the previous re- 
prioritization, the following questions have been posed.
1. How femiliar are SUU faculty whh the Boyer model; do they understand Boyer's 
four scholarshÿs?
2. How much discussion and communication has occurred within and among 
departments, colleges, and the university at large, and how well acquainted whh 
implementing the Boyer model were administrators of these unhs in the eyes o f 
the fecuhy?
3. What are fecuhy atthudes toward using Boyer's four types of scholarship? Do 
they feel that the model is capable of being rigorously assessed, and is h feir and 
equitable as a campus-wide reward system?
4. How receptive are fecuhy to changing present leave, rank and tenure policies, 
annual review crheria and other reward systems?
5. Is the feculty interested in a campus-wide, one-size-fîts-all, policy, or do they feel 
that policies should be developed at department levels?
6. How do knowledge levels and attitudes towards questions 1-5 above, differ 
among subpopulations (e.g., colleges) within the university?
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Research Design and Methodology 
This was intended to be a descriptive study of current knowledge o f and attitudes 
toward incorporating Boyer’s model in the LRT policies of SUU. SUU has 176 Ml-time 
tenure or tenure-track feculty (including department chairs) distributed among 17 
departments and six colleges (including the library). Six deans and three senior 
administrators con^rise the administration hierarchy, above the level o f department chair. A 
sample of responses to 43 questions from the universe of can^us-wide feculty and 
administration were con^ared among sub-populations consisting o f six colleges, individuals 
grouped as tenured and non-tenured or tenure track, and faculty grouped into classes based 
on number o f years at SUU. A scoring rubric offering choices for further explanation of 
particular responses, individual comments, and a post-questionnaire interview contributed to 
the analysis. A questionnaire containing three sets of Likert-type questions assessed the 
knowledge and attitudes of feculty in different colleges.
Significance of the Study 
Arreola (2000) has provided examples o f several institutions that have already 
implemented the Boyer Model and suggestions for the process from the beginning to the 
final implementation. He offers guidelines, definitions, and clarifications for evaluations of 
the four scholarships, and rationales for interpretation and weighting by discipline, and gives 
specific feedback from institutions. Faculty from one institution voiced specific areas that 
still need clarification and implementation, after two years ( John O’Rorke, personal 
communication, April, 2001). Clark (1999), Finnegan (1999), and Diamond (1999) have all 
looked into the area of scholarship and feculty attitudes. Specifically they studied 
administrative perceptions of the productivity o f the faculty, feculty beliefe on the
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fundamental dimensions of scholarship, and the need for or abandonment o f a narrow 
definition o f scholarship. The significance o f this study will be to add to this body o f 
knowledge by identifying specific areas o f concern by SUU feculty.
Delimitations and/or Limitations 
Delimitations: This study is delimited to full-time, permanent, feculty and 
administrators o f Southern Utah University. It is further delimited to the data they provided 
during the 2001-2002 academic year. Therefore the results can only be generalized beyond 
this population and time frame with caution.
Limitations: Because self-report instruments and questionnaires were used to collect data, 
this study is dependent upon the respondents reporting fully and accurately on the data 
requested. Also because the activities associated with this study were on going and in a 
constant state o f flux, some threat to the internal validity o f the study will be present. A 
contaminating effect similar in nature to a Hawthorne Effect (Gall et aL, 1996) may operate 
and is beyond the control o f the researcher.
Definition o f Terms 
The following terms are provided for clarification.
Administration: Those individuals who are not feculty but have the duty o f creating and 
implementing policies and reporting to the President o f the University.
Board of Regents: The persons appointed by the governor (in some states elected) to oversee 
the success o f the university.
Confidence Limits: As determined from sample statistics, an upper value and lower value 
that are likely to contain the actual population parameter, e.g., in 95% confidence limits.
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the population mean 3.4 is likely to be between values o f 2.3 and 4.7, between which 95% of 
all observations occur (Gall et aL, 1996).
Contineencv Table: An arrangement where each entry represents frequencies of 
occurrences; the cross-tabulation o f the frequencies for the combinations o f categories of 
two variables can be analyzed by a Chi-Square test (Patten, 1998).
Hawthorne Effect: An observed change in participants’ behavior based on their awareness 
of being involved in a study or their knowledge of the researcher’s hypothesis (Gall et aL, 
1996).
LRT: The acronym for Leave, Rank and Tenure, the process to achieve change in status, 
request for leave, and application for tenure at Southern Utah University.
Mann-Whitnev U test: A nonparametric procedure for determining whether the observed 
difference between distributions o f scores for each of two groups is significantly significant 
(SiegeL 1956).
Median Scores: A measurement o f central tendency corresponding to the middle point in a 
distribution of scores, the point below which half of the observations faU, or the 50% 
percentile o f a distribution. The median is the same as the mean, only when symmetrical 
distributions of values are normal or bimodal; otherwise it is more similar to the mode 
Hopkins & Glass, 1978).
Median Test: A non-parametric procedure for testing whether two independent groups 
differ in central tendencies. Specifically, the median test will provide information as to 
whether it is likely that two independent groups (not necessarily o f the same size) have been 
drawn from populations with the same median (SiegeL 1956).
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Mode: A measure o f central tendency corresponding to the most frequently occurring 
observation; when observations are grouped into classes or categories the mode is defined as 
the midpoint o f the class with the largest frequency (Hopkins & Glass, 1978).
Ordinal Measurements: Measurements in which numbers represent a rank ordering into 
classes or categories o f individuals or objects on some variable (Gall et aL, 1996) 
PrinritiTation: A set o f processes for clarifying institutional purpose and setting academic 
priorities (Dickeson, 1999).
Rank: Level of appointment; (Le., assistant, associate or professor of one’s discipline) 
Scholarship o f Application: A function o f the Boyer Model closely tied to service 
(Boyer, 1990).
Scholarship o f Discovery: One part o f the Boyer Model most closely associated with 
“research” (Boyer, 1990).
Scholarship o f Integration: An element o f the Boyer Model that makes coimections 
across disciplines and interprets, draws together and brings insight to original research 
(Boyer, 1990).
Scholarship o f Teaching: The element o f the Boyer Model whereby knowledge is 
transmitted, transformed and extended to others (Boyer 1990).
Two-tailed test: This is a non-directional test that allows the researcher to accept or 
reject the null hypothesis; if the hypothesis is rejected, it is permissible to infer which of 
the average scores that are being con^ared is larger than the other. A two-tailed test is 
not as powerful as a one-tailed test, where the researcher specifies, a priori, that one mean 
is larger than the other; however, when the purpose o f the test is simply to explore which 
means are different, the two-tailed test is more appropriate (Hopkins & Glass, 1978).
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z — score: A type of standard score with a distribution that has a mean o f zero and a 
standard deviation of 1.00; the scores are continuous and have equality o f units. Herein, 
the scores are generated by Mann-Whitney U tests on the median response data (Gall et 
aL, 1996).
Organization and Summary of the Study 
An extensive literature review and history o f scholarship with emphasis on the Boyer 
model was a focal point of the study. Specific historical information on the status of 
leave, rank and tenure issues at Southern Utah University was included in Chapter 2 to 
explain why this study was undertaken and the significance o f the information in regards 
to the institution’s future. Questions presented on the questionnaire sought to profile 
each respondent’s attitude toward the role o f teacher, scholar and server o f the (academic 
at large) community. A detailed account o f the questionnaire, the data gathering process 
and the statistical methods of analysis that were employed are discussed in Chapter 3. 
Responses to the research questions posed in Chapters 1 and 3, as a result of the various 
analyses, are presented in Chapter 4. This includes non-parametric tests from data and 
information gathered from a campus-wide distributed questionnaire and from information 
gathered from personal interviews involving participants from each o f the six colleges. 
Chapter 5 will discuss the implications and findings of this study and present conclusions 
and recommendations for further studies. Closure and future issues raised in this study 
will also be addressed in this chapter. Tables will provide raw scores and analyses of the 
study’s findings. Documents necessary for the success o f this project. Le., the 
questionnaire, letters, and interview questions will be included in an Appendix.
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REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
History o f Scholarsh^
The terms scholarship or scholar first appear in the English-speaking world during 
the eleventh century (Glassick, et aL, 1997). At that time, "scholar" carried a strong 
social conponent. During this period, scholarship was not an isolated activity, but 
referred to a student who might be training or trained by a particular master. During the 
sixteenth century, a scholar was one who had acquired learning in a particular “school” 
mostty one o f the classical schools (Le., Greek or Latin).
When scholarshÿ is spoken o^ most think of research and onty research. The 
beginning of research or research institutions began in Germany and Scotland almost by 
accident. During the eighteenth century, Scotland’s “new professors,” who changed old 
disciplines, began new ones. Their model influenced other universities in Europe. These 
single discq)lined professors, known as “specialist professors,” studied medicine, 
mathematics, political economy, chemistry, physics among others. As a result, 
numerous colleges specializing in these areas emerged (e.g.. University of London, 1836; 
Leeds, 1874; and Bristol, 1876). Germany had institutions (such as Halle, 1693; 
Gottingen, 1733; and Erlangen, 1743, which were the “specialists” schools that drew 
students from all over the country (Goodchild, 1997). Wissenschqft^  “an approach to
14
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learning, a form o f scholarship aimed at active intellect, sound judgment, and moral 
feeling” (Goodchild, 1997) was the term used in the German universities. I  hese 
specialty institutions were responsible for producing a significant amount o f research that 
would later prove to have for-reaching consequences. The German research university 
became the model for advanced higher education in northern Europe and Russia, but the 
research was not influential in the United States and Japan (Goodchild, 1997). The 
research institute was mainly responsible for creation of the industrial society that gave 
the West almost complete dominance over the rest of the world.
It was at the University of Berlin (1810) where academic fieedom first appeared.
Since the eighteenth century, research in America has taken on a more personalized 
tradition. This American research evolved from the Enlightenment that occurred many 
years earlier (mainly in Germany). Those whose interests were in research continued to 
be men o f wealth and position and for some it was only a hobby. According to Veysey 
(1965), a research tradition existed in America throughout the eighteenth century, but was 
mainly carried out as a hobby of the wealthy (Finnegan, 1999). Those who pursued 
research could not expect a career. Very fow men o f humble means pursued research, 
because their primary goal was to pursue a career in which a livelihood could be attained.
This began to change in 1738 with the work o f John Winthrop, maintained a 
research laboratory at Harvard and encouraged others to do field research. Scientific 
research began to be carried out on a regular basis in Germany during the mid 1800s and 
American scientists were inspired with this direction (Goodchild, 1997). In Europe, 
laboratory experimentation became the main focus o f scientific research. By the 1840s, 
the philosophy o f the scientific method became apparent to the public. The notion of
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ençirical inquiry, fostered in German universities, found its way to the American 
universities. This way of thought contmued during the final quarter o f the nineteenth 
century (Veysey, 1965).
It is believed that George Ticknor and Edward Everett were the first two Americans to 
attend a  German university. This occurred in 1815. Upon their return to the United 
States, they advocated that Harvard adopt the German method and approach to 
scholarship (Boyer, 1990). At that time, professors were hired to teach; to pursue further 
studies was not expected. Later during the same century, more Americans traveled to 
Germany and returned to encourage American universities to adopt this scholarly model 
Eventually, the model was pursued; research and graduate education became the 
cornerstone of the modem university. By the late nineteenth century, the attitude of 
advancement of knowledge through research was firmly established in American higher 
education. Some schools, like Johns Hopkins, considered offering only graduate studies, 
but afier some reluctance and conq)romise, retained undergraduate education. It needs to 
be pointed out, that during this time, graduate education and research were still the 
exception and not the rule.
The emphasis on research for American faculty continued throughout the twentieth 
century. Hiring and promotion began to depend less on teaching ability and more on 
productive research. By 1910, the dominance o f research for focuhy became a matter of 
fact at the cost of other activities (Finnegan, 1999); and by 1914, teaching would take a 
back seat to two new functions o f higher education - service and applied research. These 
activities expanded the workload and productivity demands on the foculty (Claric, 1999).
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In 1914, the formation of the American Association o f University Professors sent a clear 
message that research was inqwrtant and here to stay.
After World War II and during the Cold War, the need for research intensified and 
gained a stronger hold on American academics (Leslie, 1993). With the enhanced strain 
on fecuky, workloads needed to be altered and productivity policies revised. Global 
problems and research became the primary focus of American higher education (Clark,
1999). Because funds were plentiful, research was allowed to continue with minimal 
interference and restraint. Institutions did not need to choose whether support teaching 
or research, as there was anq)le funding for both. Faculty were allowed to determine 
their own workload and productivity. However, during the last quarter of the century, the 
emphasis on research would be questioned and older traditions and attitudes would be 
reexamined.
During the 1940s, Vannevar Bush of M.I.T. and James Bryant Conant of Harvard took 
the lead in establishing the National Defense Research Committee that later became the 
Office of Scientific Research and Development (Cohen, 1998). It was at this point that 
universities and the nation joined a common cause. After the war. Bush advocated 
continuing federal support for research.
Because o f this direction, increasing numbers of new PLD.s flocked to campuses 
across the United States. These new academics were committed not only to their 
institutions but to their professions. Their aim was to replicate the research ethic they had 
recently e}q)erienced as graduate students. Jencks and Riesman (1968) declared that an 
“academic revolution” had taken place.
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Caplow and McGee (1958) observed that young foculty was hired as teachers, 
th ^  were evaluated primarify as researchers. Even today most foculty will state that it is 
difficult if not inçossible to receive tenure without publishing. This is interesting to 
note, especial^ at con^rehensive and liberal arts institutions Wiere doctoral programs 
are non-existence and resources minimal
With the change in higher education, following World War n, from an elite to a mass 
system (universal) and the passage o f the GI BOl, the entire tradition of who went to 
college changed. Once viewed as a privilege, higher education was now held as a right. 
As a result o f this change, the mission o f higher education expanded and standards of 
judging academic prestige became narrower. E ^c ta tion s of research increased for 
foculty and publications often determined promotion and tenure. Young foculty on this 
track found it more rewarding and more inq)ortant to deliver p ^ r s  at national 
conventions than to teach undergraduates. Even though institutions stated that 
maintaining a balance o f activities was important, the underfying attitude was that 
research was the goal (Cohen, 1998).
To be foir, research was not the problem. However, the con^)arison o f focuky 
productivity at all institutions to Berkeley and Amherst as a measurement was 
inappropriate for many universities. Thus, in a few decades, priorities o f American 
higher education were dramatical^ changed (Boyer, 1990).
Scholarship Today
In order for American institutions to remain vital and serve as models for other 
countries, scholarship is indeed required. However, colleges and universities must 
redefine their missions and relate scholarship to that mission. Today institutions of
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higher education must be ready and prepared to meet the demands o f society and 
academe, and the expectations and thus the meaning o f scholarship needs to be 
reconsidered.
Life in academe continues to take on a new look and take on the image o f a 
kaleidoscope of experiences o f those who are a part of this institution. It is often said that 
change is threatening, especially when it interferes or challenges closely held 
assumptions and beliefs about education, power, culture and society. Conflict usually 
occurs between those who encourage and promote change and those who resist it.
Usually, the academic cuhme is known for its ability, willingness, and enthusiasm to 
study, analyze, and bring sense to the unruly passions behind the conflict (March, 1991).
Ernest L. Boyer
Perrone (1996) referred to Ernest Boyer as a person "full of questions and curious 
about everything" (p. 80). A man of vision with the attitude that there were no limits to 
the possibilities o f schools, Boyer is known as one of America's most reliable educators. 
He consistently presented ideas for constructive school change, ideas that had a real 
chance of being implemented. He was highly effective at bringing many diverse views 
together in order to collaborate toward a common idea or concept.
Bom in 1928, Ernest Boyer was respected by a ll As an educator, he was a 
pragmatist. He served as U. S. Commissioner o f Education from 1976-79. It was during 
this tenure that Boyer realized the need for change in education at all levels. He was 
quick to recognize that these changes needed historical significance as well as a practical 
image in order for the public to understand and embrace the necessity o f such a direction 
(Perrone, 1996).
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During this period, Boyer also realized the need for advanced technology in education. 
However, he continued to be a strong advocate for retaining the humanistic aspect o f 
teaching. His idea o f schools being communities o f learning is still stressed at all levels 
o f education today.
Ernest Boyer also served as the President o f the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement o f Teaching from 1979 until his death in 1995. It was during this time that 
Scholarship Reconsidered (Boyer, 1990), was written and published.
Known as an educator, scholar, reformer, and educational innovator, Boyer affected 
the lives o f millions o f Americans (Raymond, 1995). President Clinton (1995) referred 
to Boyer as "one o f the nation's most dedicated and influential reformers." Coye (1997) 
stated that Boyer exerted unparalleled influence on higher education. His ability to 
enthusiastically communicate his vision and clarify a concept was astounding. He was 
conferred with 140 honorary degrees, more than any other person, as a testament to the 
respect and admiration that he commanded.
During his life and writings and while President o f the Carnegie Foundation, Boyer 
discovered that many o f the problems in higher education were a result o f a lack of 
connections in various areas o f the college experience. Tensions between faculty and 
administration, liberal arts and professional studies, and assessments and what was 
actually being taught were obvious, with few guidelines for tying them together. It 
appeared as a very disjointed and inconsistent conceptualization of the nature and 
dimensions of scholarship in contemporary colleges and universities (Coye, 1997).
Ernest L. Boyer has been referred to as “the evangelist o f education,” a man who 
dedicated his life to reforming teaching and learning. During his tenure at the Carnegie
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Foundation, Boyer produced more than a dozen books and reports that encouraged and 
recommended ways o f improving education at all levels. He sincerefy cared about 
education and never fohered from his firm belief in educational reform that stressed 
equity along with excellence (Mitgang, 1997).
Boyer’s Model
l^lth Boyer’s Scholarship Reconsidered and Glassick, et aL’s Scholarship Assessed. 
faculty are being asked to reexamine assumptions and practices that have characterized 
academic practices for years, as well as the very meaning o f scholarship. From the time 
of publication of these books and continuing today, many institutions have proposed, 
modified, or expanded their view of focuky scholarship and attending faculty reward 
structures.
Other authors have addressed the topic as well. For example. Shore (1992) has 
defined scholarship in terms o f emotional and intellectual development of focuky and 
students. To be a good scholar, according to Shore, one needed to be a curious, 
reflective, and an independent thinker (Finnegan, 1999). Also Lynton and Elman (1987) 
advocated four quaUties in a scholar. They should: remain current in their field; be 
multidisciplinary and problem oriented; maintain a knowledge and involvement beyond 
the institution; and help others to learn through teaching and public service.
Boyer (1990) went a step fiirther and redefined Lynton and Elman’s four qualkies, 
calling them the scholarships o f discovery, integration, application and teaching. Many 
say that Boyer’s model lessens the emphasis on research. This is totally incorrect, as 
Boyer is quick to point out that an effective scholar needs to be able to demonstrate both 
the qualities o f teaching and o f research.
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Boyer defined The Scholarship of Discovery as “the closest to what is meant by 
research and a commitment to knowledge for its own sake” (Boyer, 1990, p. 17). He 
believed that the ability to do original research (Scholarship o f Discovery) was an 
essential conqranent o f all scholars. However, he stressed that original research was not 
an ability that all scholars in all fields must continually demonstrate. This was congruent 
with the earlier opinion o f Clark (1999) who pointed out that it is important to recognize 
that not all faculty members can be expected to be productive researchers. Yet in 
institution after institution, the use of research productivity in determining focuhy success 
is rampart. In a report to the National Science Foundation in 1992, entitled "America's 
Academic Future", young focuhy members summed up a conqilaint heard firom all 
quarters: "Tenure guidelines uniformly denote that teaching, research, and service are the 
criteria for tenure. It is our experience, however, that the road to tenure is marked 
research, research, research" (Coye, 1997, p. 24).
Boyer defines the Scholarship o f Integration as “a serious, disciplined work that seeks 
to interpret, draw together, and bring new insight to bear on original research” (Boyer, 
1990, p. 19). With the Scholarship of Integration, scholars would be able to step back 
fi-om research and gain perspective. This scholarship would be valuable if done with 
integrity and rigor, and open to review and assessment.
The Scholarship of Application as defined by Boyer, “is responsibly applying 
knowledge to consequential problems and being involved with service activities that are 
tied directly to ones special field o f knowledge and relate to, and flow directly out o ( this 
professional activity” (Boyer, 1990, p. 21). This service must be serious, demanding 
work, requiring the rigor and accountability traditionally associated with research. The
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Scholarship of Application allows the scholar to fulfill the conqwnents o f service both 
within and outskle of the institution.
The Scholarship o f Teaching is defined as “a scholarship that both educates and 
entices future scholars and places teaching as the highest form o f understanding” (Boyer, 
1990, p. 23). This scholarship would enable scholars to transfer their knowledge of the 
subject, including widely read knowledge and pedagogy, to their students.
If this direction for scholarship is adopted, standards for assessment should be 
appropriate and applicable to the entire range of scholarly effort. Glassick, et aL, (1997) 
provides a mechanism o f common assessment standards that would apply with equal 
relevance to each of the four scholarships. These include: clear goals, adequate 
preparation, appropriate methods, significant results, effective presentation, and reflective 
critique.
The pressure for an increase in faculty productivity and scholarship grows stronger 
every day in higher education. The call for accountability is heard on all academic levels 
and especially in higher education. The taxpayers, legislators, parents and students are 
demanding quality and accountability. This is particularly stressed as a result of 
increased student tuition and justification for increased appropriations for higher 
education. As student tuition continues to rise, so will the demand for accountability and 
quality.
With this fresh approach from Boyer, foculty o f higher education is encouraged to 
perceive scholarship as a variety of dynamic and diverse professional activities and not 
restricted exclusively to grantsmanship and research publications. For example, one area 
o f endeavor in academe has historically been in the domain o f community service. Boyer
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contends that focuhy needs to experience a greater degree o f recognition for involvement 
beyond the canq>us (Boyer, 1990). He strongfy stated that foculfy should use and share 
their knowledge in order to benefit society. He also advocated for service to hold equal 
status with the other forms o f scholarshÿ in relation to promotion and tenure. Service 
thus became one o f Boyer's four scholarships, the Scholarshÿ of Application.
Scholarship is then indeed extended to a wide range o f relevant professional endeavors 
and activities. In harmony with this notion, the role o f universities should be broadened 
to include the integration of diverse information for non-specialists and in solving 
problems for the local community through service related activities. The foculty has 
varying strengths and roles, and no individual performs all aspects o f scholarshÿ equally 
well, a foctor university decision makers need to recognize and acknowledge (Carter,
1992).
Boyer (1994) further justifies this direction with the recommendation that as 
universities become more responsive to community concerns, the institutions themselves 
are likefy to become less imitative and more creative. Boyer (1990) clearly states his 
attitude toward the creativity o f foculty and higher education in the following quote;
We conclude that the full range of foculty talent must be more 
creative^ assessed. It is unacceptable, we believe, to go on using 
research and publication as the primary criterion for tenure and 
promotion when other educational obligations are required...
Clearly, the time has come not only to reconsider the meaning 
of scholarship but also to take the next step and consider ways 
by which the faculty reward system can be inçroved. (p. 34).
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Boyer never strays from the attitude that research and research centers are o f great 
inqwrtance, but enq)hasizes that teaching should not be over shadowed ly  research. In 
his definition of the “New American College,” Boyer quotes Ellen Condliffe Lagemann 
(Professor of Ifistoiy and Education at Teachers College, Columbia Universify: The goal 
o f such colleges would be “to bring knowledge into intimate relationships with the small, 
daily problems of real people and real neighborhoods” (Boyer, 1994, p.20).
Boyer was convinced that academe was indeed narrow in its approach to scholarshÿ 
and, that if this direction continued, scholar^ effort would continue to be unbalanced, 
thus hindering the fulfillment o f the institution’s mission. He encouraged an immediate 
expansion in the definition o f scholarship in order to cover a greater variety of foculty 
activity (Huber, 2001). This direction in thinking introduced the concept of creativity 
contracts.
Creativity contracts were embraced by some and criticized by others (Ehrlich, 1992). 
The creativity contract would be an agreement between a foculty member and his/her 
department chair and would indicate the proportion of effort that foculty member had 
determined for each of the four areas o f scholarship. This contract would be flexible and 
renegotiable if interests changed, in a given year. These contracts would not onfy hold 
foculty accountable but also assure them that their efforts were acknowledged. Contracts 
would in this way allow equal recognition for agreed-upon categories o f difforing 
scholarships for individual foculty. However, those who criticized or rejected this 
concept felt that any flaws within the contracts would act as a disadvantage to foculty. 
Further, vsfoat about foculty who find themselves in departments that do not accept the 
Boyer model or creativity contracts? Personnel changes, especially in administration.
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may create further disadvantages for foculty. Consider also the extreme example of a 
faculty member who spns a creativity contract emphasizing teaching, but receives a 
Nobel Prize and poor teaching evaluations. Should that person be penalized in 
accordance with the criteria of the creativity contract (Ehrlich, 1992)? These situations 
are all worthy of discussion and consideration.
The point has also been made that if faculty adopt these new forms o f scholarship as 
criteria for scholarly activities, they must recognize an obligation to produce, transmit 
and/or apply knowledge that is testably valid, has appropriate rigor, and lends itself to 
intellectual debate within academic communities o f inquiry (Schon, 1995). The question 
becomes obvious—how does this conyare or differ from the “old” scholarship?
Another question that surfoces, one that has been controversial both within and outside 
o f academia, is the relationship between university foculty, foculty research activities and 
undergraduate teaching proficiency. The question also brings into focus the perception of 
administration toward the relative value o f foculty research v. undergraduate teaching. A 
plethora o f analyses have addressed this issue. Blau (1973) implied that due to the 
stratification system in higher education, research has higher status than teaching; 
Feldman (1987) found that foculty who took part in research did not enhance their 
teaching ability; Rotton (1990) indicated that evaluations of foculty were negatively 
correlated with research productivity; but Lagowski (1992) supported the premise that 
common sense demonstrates that good researchers make good teachers, stating, “the 
teaching reputation o f the academic institution is strongly correlated with the research 
productivity o f its foculty.” Alpert’s (1985) study strengthened the idea that 
administrators concerned with the relationship between research and teaching was
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requisite in changing faculty reward structures. The greatest influence in this matter was 
in the form o f conqiensation. The administration is a key player in assuring that the 
written and adopted criteria for scholarship at a given institution is appropriately 
evaluated and is in harmony with the stated mission o f the institution (Clark, 1999).
Fairweather (1993a) reported finding “that teaching was at best a neutral foctor in 
faculty reward and that research activities and publications were the most valued 
activities” (p. 1). He found that foculty who performed and participated in more research 
activities, were more highly conqiensated than their teaching oriented colleagues. In foct, 
teaching evaluations seemed to be unrelated to level o f compensation.
It appears that administrators’ perceptions do influence the overall academic climate 
of the institution (Morrison, et aL 1987). In a study by Leslie and Harvey (1998), a 
majority o f administrators e?q)ressed the belief that research positively affects teaching. 
These authors also found no relationship between the administrator’s understanding of 
the relationship o f research to teaching and the type o f institution, student body size, 
private or public, or whether the institution was basically a research or teaching 
university. The three factors that did influence their perceptions were: the foculty size o f 
the university, amount of research money the university received each year, and whether 
the institution offered graduate programs (Leslie and Harvey, 1998). Perhq)s 
predictably, an interesting point in relation to the factor o f graduate studies was that 
institutions that offer graduate degrees were more likely to perceive that research 
positively affects teaching more than institutions that do not offer graduate programs. 
Administrators o f the non-graduate degree granting schools reported that research did not
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enhance teaching effectiveness; whereas, administrators o f graduate degree granting 
institutions reported just the opposite (Leslie and Harvey, 1998).
As part of their study, Leslie and Harvey interviewed several administrators 
concerning their perceptions in respect to the effects o f research on teaching. One 
respondent indicated there was no conflict between teaching and research. The comment 
was expanded with the statement that, “professors often involve students in research and 
felt this could be considered a form of instruction as well as genuine collaborative 
research or scholarship. Some even went as for as to suggest foculty include students 
whenever possible and that the research is applicable to the real world'.” In this way, 
students reap the rewards o f being taught by instructors who are helping to create new 
knowledge. A second respondent indicated, “teaching without research becomes stale and 
irrelevant over time.” One administrator felt research was an important foctor o f teaching 
effectiveness:
Effective teaching requires foculty to be alive and vigorous 
intellectually, and research is a means to that end. However, 
many good researchers pay no attention to their teaching or 
how their research enhances their teaching. Put simply, they do 
not have the ‘best interests’ o f their students at heart.
(Leslie & Harvey, 1998, p.l90).
A final respondent stated, “The only people who insist on separating teaching from 
research are people who have done very little o f either” (Leslie & Harvey, 1998).
If  one accepts the idea that foculty size influences the perceptions o f administrators as 
to the relationship of research to teaching, and their task o f evaluating foculty abilities
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becomes more difficult as the number o f focuhy increase, would they revert to leaning 
heavify on research and publications as criteria for evaluation and decision making? 
Teaching is not so easily assessed nor does h bring the external recognition o f a 
publication record, h i summary, in many instances, administrators use the research 
activities as a yardstick to measure teaching effectiveness.
Faculty Evaluation Program Considerations
Regardless o f the power of the rationale of justification, the inqilementation of a new 
or revised foculty evaluation program is a political process. The validity and reliability o f 
foculty perceptions are inqwrtant and must be considered. According to Arreola (2000), 
if the foculty is not accepting o f the new program, it will not have fimctional validity.
The foculty*s acceptance and confidence in the new plan must be attained. This is of 
utmost importance if the foculty evaluation system is to be successfuL When the 
fimctional validity or faculty "buy in" is achieved, then psychometric validity (the 
measurement and statistical techniques that will be used in the process) must be achieved 
(Arreola, 2000).
Arreola's (2000) approach to designing a foculty evaluation system based on the 
Boyer model involves several steps (p. 2). The first step in the plan is to establish a 
Faculty Evaluation Development Committee (FEDC). The committee asks foculty to list 
activities they feel are their prime responsibilities as foculty members. These activities 
assume the categories o f teaching, research, and service. A symbolic worksheet is 
authored and provided for this activity. If  the institution has decided on a particular 
model, such as the Boyer model o f scholarship, then the activities are assigned to
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appropriate categories. In this example, this would be the Boyer model o f  four 
scholarships (Arreola, 2000).
The next step is to make a decision on the relative importance or value o f each 
component as it relates to the mission o f the institution. In other words, how much value 
or weight should each area or category o f performance be assigned? If the three primary 
conqmnents consist of teaching, research, and service, as in most institutions of higher 
education, which one would be valued most and which would be valued least by the 
faculty? For exanq)le, teaching may be the most valued conqmnent by the majority of 
faculty but evaluators for promotion and tenure may value research as equally important 
or more so than teaching. Thus, assigned weights for each category must be agreed upon 
by both faculty and evaluators. Assigned weights (for example, teaching may be given a 
weight o f 40%, research a weight o f 40%, and service 20%) provide an objective 
statistical means to evaluate the foculty's submissions for annual review, promotion and 
tenure. The need for a definite maximum and minimum value weight must be 
established in order to provide consistency and fairness. These values need to be set or 
approved at the department, college and institutional level (Arreola, 2000).
The key to the development and success of any faculty evaluation system is to involve 
the foculty and administration in all steps of the discussion, decision-making and 
clarification o f all definitions and descriptions o f all roles in the program. There must be 
consensus as to how the roles are defined and how performance tasks are evaluated. It is 
imperative that everyone is in agreement with the definitions before any further progress 
takes place. Differences in philosophies and perspectives must be stated, discussed, and 
clarified so that common understandings emerge. A representative list o f specific
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exanq)les o f achievement for each component must also be decided upon and included 
with the worksheet
The decision o f maximum and minimum values may be determined by distributing a 
questionnaire/survey to individual foculty for their opinion and hqiut but more 
important^, open discussion in departmental meetings is the ^propriate forum for such 
decisions. Results should be collated at the department level and a single worksheet 
submitted to the FEDC for review and approval after being reviewed by the Dean o f the 
school or college. The document will be then passed on to the foculty senate for review 
and approval, and finalfy to the Provost for approval and inq)lementation.
Questionnaires
The use o f a questionnaire is often the best method of collecting data for a particular 
project (Cox, 1996). One o f the best ways to collect ioformatfon is by a.sking questions. 
The answers will provide the data to he analyzed (Fowler, 1993). However, researchers, 
particular^ graduate students, have little expertise or experience with questionnaires, 
primarily due to time commitments in constructing, administering, and anafyzing the 
questionnaires or surveys.
All methods o f data collection have strengths and weaknesses (Patten, 1998). The 
researcher must consider the advantages and disadvantages o f using such an instrument 
before constructing a questionnaire. Some o f the advantages o f inq)lementing a 
questionnaire (Patten, 1998) are:
• It is an efficient method to collect data
•  It is usually easy to tabulate or score responses
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•  It can be anoEgmous
•  It is usualfy economical
Disadvantages include:
• Response rate is often tow
• Questions usualfy woric best if presented in an objective manner (use of 
items that can be scored objectively) but this precludes elaboration of the 
response
• Some respondents do not suppfy accurate responses
One o f the most inqwrtant guidelines when preparing a questionnaire is having peer 
review o f the questionnaire before distribution. This reviewer will be able to determine 
Wiether objectivity has been used. A review o f literature of others vdio have used 
questionnaires in research may be helpful in determining how successftil the 
questionnaire will be. Consideration as to the type o f population (skills and motivation to 
cooperate) and accessibility for administration o f the instrument should be decided and 
clarified before issuing the instrument, as well as how the instrument will be distributed 
and data collected. Le., mail, telephone, hand delivered or personal interviews (Fowler,
1993). Finally, the researcher needs to set a  time-line for accomplishing the project.
The utility o f implementing a questionnaire depends on the researcher's ability to ask 
good questions. The questionnaire should ask all respondents the same questions in the 
same words in the same order. Some basic principles should be followed wlien using 
questionnaires to obtain data (Weiss, 1998):
• Use simple language
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•  Make questions specific
•  Define terms that may be unclear
• Avoid yes-no questions, avoid double negatives
•  Do not ask double-barreled questions
•  Use words appropriate to the subject of the questionnaire
•  Be sensitive to cultural differences
• Be prepared for difficult respondent groups
The first step in questionnaire construction is to identify questions that will guide 
development of the instrument. These questions must be clear and directed to answer the 
research questions being asked. Second, the questions must be operational; that is, they 
must be observable, identify important issues, and specific questions and general 
questions must not be combined (Cox, 1996). Grouping questions, arrangement o f items, 
and overall appearance o f material are also important considerations. Third, the ability to 
evaluate the questionnaire is o f primary concern for the researcher. The ability to "self- 
assess" a questionnaire not only enhances the quality of the instrument, but increases the 
relevance of the questions for the researcher. Finally, the author or researcher needs to 
consider how to present the results to the intended audience. Data is most interesting 
when it tells a story, is as brief as possible, the narrative and tables are presented at 
varying levels o f specificity, and the guiding questions, not the questionnaire itself 
present the results (Cox, 1996). Although, significant progress in the area o f question 
development has occurred since 1932, the principles o f standardized question design have 
remained unchanged.
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In the 1930s, Rensis Likert bridged the gap between elaborate scaling techniques 
developed by psychophysical psychologists measuring subjective phenomena and the 
practical requirements o f applied social survey research (Fowler, 1993). The Likert-type 
format is designed to allow individuals to respond in varying degrees to each item. This 
type o f response provides a means to indicate a level of satisfoction to a particular 
statement or question. One advantage to this type o f format is the variability o f scores 
that result from the scale. The respondent is able to express an opinion to a degree rather 
than only a simple yes or no answer. A Likert-type format gives the researcher an ability 
to determine the percentage of positive and negative responses for a given henL 
Responses may be combined at each end o f the scale, for example, combining strongly 
disagree with disagree and strongly agree with agree (Hayes, 1998). Inqwrtantly, one of 
the main goals of the questionnaire is to capture the richness o f peoples’ experiences and 
knowledge in their own terms (Patton, 1987). Also, open-ended responses on 
questionnaires represent the most elementary form o f qualitative data. However, the 
opportunity for subjective, open-ended comments and revelation o f the feelings o f the 
respondent illustrate the power and depth of qualitative data analysis (Patton, 1987).
Other Considerations
A major element in a foculty evaluation system is objectivity, however, to conq)letely 
remove subjectivity from this type o f evaluation is difficult. This being the case, the 
system must attenq)t to achieve consistency in evaluative outcomes for all faculty 
performance. Arreola (2000) defines a well-designed faculty evaluation system as: 
"systematic observation (measurement) o f relevant foculty performance to determine the
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degree to which that performance is consonant with the values and needs o f the 
educational institution” (p. xix).
What constitutes foculty productivity and should it be evaluated individually by 
departments or by the entire university? Should institutions evaluate criteria differently? 
Conq>rehensive universities often differ in their potential and expectations for scholarship 
from research institutions of higher education on the one hand and undergraduate -  only, 
liberal arts institutions on the other. In research institutions, the research qualifications o f 
foculty coupled with reduced teaching loads, and academic support focilhies help to 
encourage scholarly activity in the form o f creation, interpretation, and dissemination o f 
knowledge (Lynton & Elman, 1987). Decisions by such institutions many times will be 
influenced by external forces (i.e. legislators) as a result o f the demand for accountability 
and thus justification for foculty research productivity.
In order for a new or revised faculty evaluation program to be implemented and 
supported, it must have the commitment o f the administration as well as the acceptance 
o f the faculty. Resistance from either group will hinder the outcomes and potential for 
the program's success. Faculty resistance may arise from numerous sources. However, 
in the majority of instances resistance is mainly for two or three reasons. The most 
obvious o f reasons for resistance is the foct that no one enjoys being evaluated. This is 
particularly true for those who have spent several years developing programs only to be 
told by colleagues, supervisors or upper administration that they need to change some 
aspect of it. A second reason for foculty resistance is apathy toward professional 
development. Even though it is not unusual for foculty to resist evaluation, Milton and 
Shoben (1968) found that a greater concern was attributed to this second reason o f
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resistance - apathy. The following statement reflects the anxiety focuhy has toward 
evaluation; "college teaching is probably the only profession in the world for which no 
specific training is required. The profession of scholarship is rich in prerequisites for 
entry, but not that o f instruction" (p. xxii).
Faculty resent being questioned on their conqietence in an area in which they have 
been well trained. They are apathetic toward receiving more pedagogical training, yet 
professional meetings, workshops, and seminars in their disciplines are highly regarded 
and regularly attended by faculty. Thus, foculty members are hesitant to be evaluated in 
areas in which they have received little or no training, such as, design, development and 
delivery o f instruction.
The elimination o f common errors may be helpful in reducing the degree o f foculty 
resistance to an evaluation program. One of the most common of these is when a new 
faculty evaluation program is implemented without any clear relevance to an existing 
faculty development program. When this occurs faculty become suspicious o f the 
purpose of evaluation and begin to assume it is intended for disciplinary purposes. If  an 
explanation o f the relationship between the two programs, is provided or demonstrated, 
faculty recognize the strengths and weaknesses o f the approach and how the program will 
help their further development and improvement as well as that o f the institution 
(Arreola, 2000).
A third reason for foculty resistance to change is based in the foct that foculty 
members probably have more personal and professional autonomy than any other group 
of professionals. They are free to decide what they will teach, how they will teach it, 
what they will study, how they will study it, and how they will spend their time. Faculty
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members value this autonomy and guard against any attenqft to limit it —an attitude often 
interpreted as a "blind resistance" to any change (Astin, 1985).
Faculty members tend to view administrators with a mixture of fear, suspicion, and 
contenq)t. Fear because of the potential threat o f the administration's perceived power; 
suspicion because of a traditional dislike for authority; and contenq)t because o f the belief 
that administration has failed faculty in not being able to recognize incompetence in some 
faculty and those who value power and authority over teaching and scholarship in other 
faculty (Astin, 1985).
As well as foculty apathy and resistance, there is often apathy and resistance from 
administrators to foculty evaluation. A successful faculty development program cannot 
occur unless it is financially underwritten by the administration even if it is perceived by 
the foculty as being a valuable tool in assisting them to solve problems or achieve goals 
that are important to both faculty and administration. Thus, the problem may not be in 
agreeing on "the procedures to follow in evaluating foculty, but getting foculty and 
administrators to change their behavior in important and fundamental ways" (Arreola,
2000). The main obstacle in this process is getting large numbers of intelligent, highly 
educated, and independent people to change. Thus, faculty evaluation programs can foil 
for two main reasons: (a) a lack of interest on the part of the administration; or (b) 
faculty being against the program.
The most dangerous and serious o f the two reasons is apathy of the administration. If 
the administration is apathetic toward the program, or completely against it, it will fail. 
Why are top administrators against or apathetic toward such a program? One reason is 
the fear of loss of control in the decision-making process and the other concern is having
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to deal with foculty resistance. Apathy from the administration toward a program will 
lessen the chances for its success, but outright resistance drops the chances o f the 
program's success to zero.
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METHODOLOGY
Introductk)ii
At the time the topic for this dissertation was chosen (2000), Southern Utah 
University, a four-year regional, con^rehensive university was undergomg 
reorganization and reprioritization, and the administration (Provost) was particularly 
interested in scholarship. The university administration sought a more-defined policy for 
the Leave, Rank and Tenure (LRT) process. Following a request fiom the Provost, a 
faculty senate committee was established to evaluate, define, and propose guidelines for 
the development o f a better and more consistent canq>us-wide LRT policy. The Faculty 
Evaluation Committee was formed with members fiom each of the five (six-including the 
library) colleges o f the university. The institution's annual Faculty Development 
Conference, held at the beginning of each academic year, was the venue chosen to launch 
this new initiative. The conference centered on the Provost’s choice o f Boyer's model of 
four scholarships (Boyer, 1990), Dickeson's prioritization of academic programs 
(Dickeson, 1999), and Raoul Arreola's feculty evaluation system (Arreola, 2000). 
Representatives with expertise in each o f these areas visited the canqjus sharing ideas (in 
the form o f lectures, workshops, meetings and open-discussions) with the entire feculty 
and administration.
39
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The FEC collated these ideas and solicited suggestions from the feculty and 
administration- It then asked the feculty to meet as departments to determine a direction 
acceptable by each department for adoption o f LRT criteria. The majority of the 
departments favored development o f individual criteria for LRT that would best fit the 
needs, direction, discipline, and requirements o f their respective feculty. Each 
department was asked to develop a LRT plan and criteria and send it to the university 
evaluation committee for review and consideration. The long-range goal o f the FEC was 
to be able to build a common policy for the entire campus community from the workings 
and decisions of each department. This final policy would provide a consistent, feir, and 
usable document for the entire campus community.
The process met with opposition and defensiveness from the start The deadline date 
for submission o f department criteria to the FEC came and went with very few 
departments con^leting the task. The committee met occasionally and worked on 
criteria and checklists, based on the Boyer model and Arreola's system. A direction o f 
emphasizing, defining, and requiring scholarship as part o f the LRT process created much 
resentment and hostility from a number of feculty members. Even though scholarship 
historically has always been a conqjonent of the LRT process at the university, teaching 
was and continues to be the main emphasis. The process triggered bad feelings, 
unprofessional attitudes and defensiveness toward certain feculty, who were already 
engaged in scholarship, and the administration. Faculty members were being reminded 
that SUU was a university and as a result o f a visit from the Northwest Association o f 
Schools and Colleges (NWASC) in 1998, an improvement in the standards o f scholarship
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at the institution were being required for accreditation. A refined and clear definition of 
scholarship and scholar^ activity was necessary.
The reluctance of feculty with seniority to accept this direction and the anxiety among 
younger, tenure-track feculty, who perceived unreasonable demands on their 
productivity, caused several earty retirements and resignations. The Provost left the 
university for another position and an interim Provost was chosen from among the 
college Deans. The resulting lack o f leadership and direction on the part o f the 
administration did not help to overcome reprioritization problems. In feet, as a result, a 
chaotic feeling and increased feculty dissatisfection permeated the entire university. This 
situation continues to be felt, quite strongty, today. Very few changes took place and no 
financial gains resulted. hÆstrust, dissatisfection, and the number o f feculty and 
administration resignations have increased. As Arreola (2000) stated, without "buy in" 
fi’om the feculty and support and direction fi-om the administration, a feculty 
reprioritization and evaluation program will feil
Statement o f the Problem
Although the reprioritization process had negative inq)act on feculty, several 
departments did revan^ their LRT policies, many adopting the Boyer model, or 
modifications to that model My idea was to measure the level o f understanding and 
acceptance o f the feculty toward the Boyer model (or a modified version o f the model), 
after one year of its adoption Ity some departments, the amount o f communication among 
individuals, departments, colleges and administration concerning this model, how 
receptive were feculty to change in LRT policies, and Wiether the feculty fevored a 
universal policy (as originalty intended in the previous reprioritization plan) or some
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other process. The use of a questionnaire developed around the Boyer model criteria and 
language to gather information was the obvious choke.
What is the likely direction o f the institution if Southern Utah University, having 
undergone a reprioritization process, remains basically undecided on the issue o f 
scholarship as a necessary conqranent for Leave, Rank and Tenure? The attitudes and 
feelings of some faculty have been hostile when scholarship was discussed. The Boyer 
model continues to be a viable alternative to present policy. However, it is still necessary 
to determine the level o f knowledge and understanding o f this model by faculty at SUU. 
No model will be successful unless the criteria and basis for using it are understood and 
accepted by everyone concerned - feculty and administration alike. Without common 
standards, consistency and fairness will not be achieved.
Realizing the attitude o f many toward change of any type, what plan o f action is the 
university prepared to take? If the Boyer model is chosen, how will it be implemented?
If some faculty members resist the change, will they be allowed to develop their own 
policy? If more precise guidelines and definitions are accepted and adopted as policy, 
will they be more strictly enforced and applied? It is the responsibility o f the 
administration to define and implement clear benchmarks for evaluation and assessment. 
LRT warrants a critical look and a model for post-tenure review needs development.
It is of utmost importance to keep in mind Boyer's consistent emphasis on rigor, 
especially in the areas o f assessment, peer-review, review o f the audience, and self­
reflection. Poor evaluation contributes to the low status o f teaching in a university 
(Perlberg, 1983).
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The same question appears again and again, should there be an exact definition o f 
scholarship, or should the definition come from each academic department defining 
scholarship narrowly for their own disciplines and needs? Diamond (1999) stressed the 
attitude that the definition should come from each department or discipline but only in 
keeping with the mission of the university. However, administration needs a clear 
definition in order to require and assess feculty productivity.
By determining the level o f understanding and acceptance o f a model such as Boyer's, 
steps can be taken and a plan formulated to move the entire canq)us community in a 
positive direction. This study will provide data to help determine the attitudes, 
knowledge and acceptability level o f the Boyer model It is also an objective of the study 
to help provide data to clarify many misunderstandings concerning the Boyer model and 
hopefully to provide decision makers with material to eliminate many o f the loosely 
interpreted criteria of the Boyer model that exist presently. There is a difference between 
formulating a model to fit a department’s or discipline’s requirements and interpreting a 
model incorrectly to fit the same objectives.
Research Questions
Knowing that SUU feculty and administration have at least been introduced to the 
Boyer model and Arreola's guidelines for faculty evaluation during the previous re­
prioritization, I asked the following questions.
1. How femiliar are SUU feculty with the Boyer model; do they understand Boyer's 
four scholarships?
2. How much discussion and communication has occurred within and among 
departments, colleges, and the university at large, and how well acquainted with
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implementing the Boyer model were administrators o f these units in the eyes o f 
the feculty?
3. What are feculty attitudes toward using Boyer's four types of scholarship? Do 
they feel that the model is capable o f being riotously assessed, and is it feir and 
equitable as a campus-wide reward system?
4. How receptive are feculty to changing present leave, rank and tenure policies, 
annual review criteria and other reward systems?
5. Is feculty interested in a can^us-wide, one-size-fits-all, policy, or do they feel 
that policies should be developed at department levels?
6. How do knowledge levels and attitudes towards questions 1-5 above, differ 
among subpopulations (Le., colleges) within the university?
Questionnaire and Collection of Data
A questionnaire was developed with a Likert-type format in order to obtain 
attitudinal data for the study. The questionnaire (see Appendix I) is in three-parts; each 
consists of a set o f questions or statements that require Likert-scale responses (i.e., 5 = 
strongly agree, 4 = agree, 3 = neutral, 2 = disagree, and 1 = strongly disagree). Each 
question includes a scoring rubric offering choices and further explanation o f particular 
responses. Questions seek to profile each respondent's attitude toward the role o f teacher, 
scholar and server of the (academic at large) community.
The questionnaire was essentially anonymous in nature for regular faculty members, 
asking only for basic demographic information, such as the respondent’s department, 
college, tenured or tenure-track status, and number o f years employed at SUU.
Department chairs, deans and senior administration were the only individuals who could
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be identified by position, department and/or college. No gender information was 
requested due to the small number of female feculty and administrators (22 %) relative to 
the male population. The information is to be used strictly for data collection purposes 
for this doctoral dissertatfon.
Approval for distribution of the questionnaire was submitted to the Southern Utah 
University Institutional Review Board (IRB) for Research on Human Subjects Committee 
(IRB), following the guidelines provided in the SUU Policies and Procedures Handbook 
for faculty. The IRB Committee approved distribution o f the questionnaire by way o f a 
formal letter from the chair of the committee (see Appendix II).
Distribution and Return o f Questionnaire 
Questionnaires were distributed to three top-level administrators (President, Provost 
and Associate Provost), Deans o f the six colleges (including the Library), Department 
Chairs o f seventeen academic departments, and tenure and tenure-track feculty o f those 
same academic departments. Each questionnaire was in a plain letter-size brown clasp 
envelope. Clipped to each questionnaire was a self-addressed label to be affixed to the 
same envelope for return to the researcher by campus mail A time period of two weeks 
(April 5, 2002 to April 19, 2002) was requested for return of the questionnaire; no 
incentives were provided for such return. The cover letter asked for professional support 
o f a colleague. Respondents were also instructed to leave any questions unanswered if 
this was their choice. The majority of questionnaires were returned by campus mail; a 
few were hand delivered by the respondent to the researcher's mailbox or to the 
researcher’s departmental secretary.
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The five academic colleges were the College o f Business and Technology, College of 
Education, College o f Humanities and Social Sciences, College o f Performing and Visual 
Arts, and College o f Science. The Library, although not considered a sixth college, has a 
Dean and feculty. Seventeen academic departments make up the colleges. The 
seventeen academic departments are: Art, Biology, Business, Business 
Education/Con^uter Information Systems, Communication, Family and Consumer 
Science, Language and Literature, Library/Instructional Media, Mathematics/Conqjuter 
Science, Music, Physical Education, Physical Science/Engineering, Psychology, Social 
Sciences, Teacher Education/Special Education, Technology /Criminal Justice, and 
Theatre Arts and Dance.
Questions, and A Priori Objectives and Response Criteria 
Part I of the questionnaire consisted of thirteen questions to determine how much 
information and knowledge the respondent had o f the Boyer model Part II consisted of 
twenty questions to assess attitudes o f respondents toward the current SUU LRT policy, 
acceptance of change in policy, and aspects o f the Boyer model for inclusion in such 
change. Part m  posed ten questions, designed to test the consistency o f attitudes toward 
the Boyer model, its implication, and change in LRT policies at SUU. These questions 
therefore, were often reiterations o f previous questions. For each question, the following 
objectives and response criteria were developed, a priori, for evaluation.
Questions 1-13, Part 1 o f Questionnaire
1. Boyer acknowledges four areas o f scholarship: discovery, integration, application 
and teaching effectiveness. How femiliar are you with these four scholarships?
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Objective: To assess the respondent’s knowledge about the Boyer model, 
particularly the four definitions o f the four scholarships: Discovery, Integration, 
Application, and Teaching Effectiveness.
Response: If the response was 5 or 4, the respondent had read either or both 
Scholarship Reconsidered and Scholarship Assessed. The respondent favored 
implementing the model and the criteria for evaluation o f LRT; a response of 3, 
indicated the respondent did not want to commit to fovoring the Boyer model or 
rejecting it; and a response o f 2 or 3 indicated little to no knowledge of the Boyer 
model or lack of interest in considering the implementation o f the criteria for 
evaluation purposes.
2. How femiliar are you with the types of activities in each category used for 
evaluation in the Boyer model?
Objective: To assess how confident the respondent was in using the Boyer model 
as a form of evaluation, especially when evaluating other's LRT documents. 
Response: In order to accept or reject LRT artifacts, the examiner must be 
familiar with the type of acceptable scholarly activities proposed with the Boyer 
model A response of 5 or 4 indicated the respondents were confident in their 
knowledge of the Boyer model to make judgments with submitted LRT 
documents; a response of 3, indicated no commitment, interest or use o f the Boyer 
model for evaluation; and a response of 2 or 1 indicated no knowledge or interest 
in implementing the model or no desire to change the current system of LRT 
evaluation currently being employed at SUU.
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3. To what extent is your understanding o f the weighting system (le ., percentages 
assigned to each scholarship) used for evaluation with the Boyer model? 
Objective: To determine if the respondent had read and accepted the weighting 
system as one o f the criteria inq)lemented by the model
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated the respondent fevored this type of 
system or had previous knowledge of it; a response o f 3 indicated no opinion or 
commitment to a system o f weighted percentages; and a response o f 2 or 1 
indicated they did not understand, were not interested or did not wish to change to 
this type of evaluative system.
4. What is your level o f understanding of pedagogical procedures (Le., 
constructivism [active learning], authentic assessment, peer review and portfolios) 
associated with the Boyer model?
Objective: To determine how femiliar or knowledgeable the feculty was with 
several o f the pedagogical methods supported by the Boyer model This question 
was also asked to determine how current faculty was with methods stressed in 
educational literature.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated the respondent was probably 
implementing these methods of teaching, or was femiliar with and favored this 
type of teaching; a response o f 3 indicated either no interest or knowledge in these 
teaching methods; and a 2 or 1 suggested no desire to change or no knowledge of 
current pedagogical practices.
5. If the Boyer model were to be implemented university wide, what is your level of 
understanding in regard to decisions for other feculty's LRT?
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Objective: This question could be grouped with question 2 and was asked to 
determine the level o f confidence the respondent as an evaluator had in regards to 
peer LRT documents.
Response: Evaluation o f responses would be the same as for question 2.
6. In order to implement the Boyer model certain standards (clear goals; adequate 
preparation; appropriate methods; significant results; effective preparation; and 
reflective critique) must be met. To what degree is your understanding o f the 
above standards?
Objective: In Scholarship Assessed. Glassick, et aL suggests that the Boyer 
model itself must have clear standards. To determine how femiliar the respondent 
was or if the respondent had read the above reference in order to folly understand 
the concept and standards o f the model
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated that the respondent was knowledgeable 
o f the standards of the model and thus understood the standards inherent in the 
Boyer model; a response o f 3 demonstrated either no opinion or an unfemiliarity 
with the standards of the model; and a 2 or 1 response indicated little or no 
knowledge o f the standards.
7. How do you rate your overall understanding of the Boyer model o f scholarship? 
Objective: This question can be grouped with question 1 in determining the level 
of knowledge, confidence and understanding of the model
Response: The same would be the same as question 1.
8. What is your assessment o f the general level o f understanding o f the Boyer model 
within your department?
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Objective: The question was posed to determine how much discussion and 
communication was taking place or had taken place within departments in regard 
to implementing the Boyer model
Response: Responses of 4 or 5 were interpreted as regular meetings and/or 
discussions had taken place in either group settings or through individual dialogue 
and the Boyer model was under consideration for implementation within 
departments; a response o f 3 indicated the respondent did not take an active role 
in discussions or meetings in relation to this topic; and responses o f 2 or 1 
indicated no communication or participation in discussions or decisions by the 
respondent.
9. What is your assessment o f the general level o f understanding o f the Boyer model 
within your college?
Objective: This question would be the same as question 8 only the entire college 
would be the setting.
Response: These responses would be the same as question 8, but in the context of 
interdepartmental communication within the colleges.
10. What is your assessment o f the general level o f understanding o f the Boyer model 
among the entire feculty at SUU?
Objective: This question was posed to determine the level o f communication 
within the entire campus community. The idea o f integrating ideas from various 
colleges and departments would indicate feculty communicated with each other 
across disciplines and understood the reasoning and attitudes o f other faculty 
across the campus - an interdisciplinary method for decision-making.
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Reqwnse: Responses o f 4 or 5 indicated a broad level o f communication with 
others outside their own disciplines; a response of 3 indicated either no 
communication or no commitment to answering the question; and a response of 2 
o r 1 indicated little to no involvement, discussion or communication with others 
outside o f their own departments.
11. What is your assessment of the level o f understanding o f the Boyer model among 
department chairs?
12. What is your assessment of the level o f understanding o f the Boyer model among 
the deans?
13. What is your assessment o f the level o f understanding o f the Boyer model among 
higher administration?
Objective: To determine at what level the respondent had any communication or 
discussion with members o f the administration from their department chair to 
higher administration (Provost or President).
Response: Responses o f 4 or 5 indicated the respondent held discussions with 
administration at one or more levels and was able to voice opinions concerning 
the Boyer model and the implementation of it; a response of 3 indicated no 
commitment or response to the degree o f communication with administration on 
any level; and a 2 or 1 response indicated either little or no communication or 
contact with either department chair, dean, or higher level administration. 
Questions 1-20, Part 2 o f Questionnaire
1. Individual departments should determine their own criteria for LRT.
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Objective: Since the current policy is campus-wide, the question was posed to 
determine if faculty favored individual departments setting their own criteria for 
LRT. Response: Responses o f 4 or 5 indicated a strong direction for 
individualizing department criteria and policy; a neutral response o f 3 indicated 
little involvement, concern, or commitment to a change in current policy; and a 2 
or 1 response indicated an attitude o f retaining the current policy and/or a 
consistent and common policy campus-wide.
2. Individual departments should determine their own weighting scale for the 
components of LRT.
Objective: If  a weighting system is to be used, it is important to determine how 
each department would set this scale. By choosing a weighting system, a 
minimum and maximum weight must be determined, however not all categories 
need to have the same weight. The aim was to determine if this was the choice o f 
faculty.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated strong agreement to the adoption o f this 
system; a response o f 3 indicated either no commitment or perhaps a lack of 
understanding or familiarity o f a weighting system; and a response o f 1 or 2 
indicated no desire to change the current system or a dislike o f a weighting 
system.
3. Final determination o f type o f model, criteria and weight to be used for LRT at 
SUU should be made by a designated university committee and not by individual 
departments or colleges.
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Objective: To determine if the feculty was satisfied with the current system and 
also if they were more comfortable with a campus-wide committee setting 
criteria, weights and the type of model implemented rather than individual 
departments or even colleges.
Response: A response of 4 or 5 would indicated a strong feeling o f no change in 
current policy, no or little interest in faculty governance, and a strong direction o f 
an appointed committee determining policy and criteria for LRT; a 3 response 
indicated no interest or opinion on who would be responsible for making LRT 
decisions; and a 2 or 1 response indicated a strong feeling for faculty governance, 
change in current policy and more faculty and individual department input into 
LRT decisions.
4. If the responsibilities and requirements o f LRT are fixed, with little if any
flexibility, then more pressure, stress, and bum out may more likely occur among 
the feculty.
Objective: To determine the attitude o f the feculty toward a more flexible and 
less rigid form o f LRT criteria - one that could be molded to fit the requirements 
and needs o f individual disciplines.
Response: A response of 4 or 5 indicated a strong feeling o f wanting a more 
flexible policy and more individual input into the decision making process o f 
LRT; a response o f 3 indicated no commitment or desire to change to a more 
flexible policy; and a 2 or 1 response indicated no desire to change current system 
or include more individual faculty or department input into the decision making 
process of LRT.
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5. Peer evaluation, self-reflection, and self-evaluation are important conqwnents o f 
LRT.
Objective: These are primary conqwnents o f the Boyer model In order to 
determine the attitude of feculty to accepting these criteria for evaluation, this 
question was posed. Although both internal and external peer evaluation is a 
recognized form of evaluation at this university, open comments from some 
faculty suggested that self-reflection and self-evaluation only add more work to 
their already busy schedules.
Response: A response of 4 or 5 indicated the acceptance o f one or more o f these 
components as inqwrtant elements for evaluation o f LRT; a response o f 3 
indicated a non-acceptance of these conqjonents, unfamiliarity with them and/or 
little understanding or knowledge of the conqwnents as mechanisms for 
evaluation; and a 2 or 1 response indicated satisfaction with current conqwnents 
o f LRT for evaluation or little to no recognition o f the importance of these 
components o f the Boyer model
6. In order to pursue a more balanced definition o f scholarship, administration 
should encourage faculty to shift emphasis from teaching to research or from 
research to teaching on occasion.
Objective: To determine the attitude o f the feculty toward both teaching and 
research as strong elements o f the LRT process; and to determine if the faculty 
thought administration support and decision making in these areas were 
important.
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Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated feculty felt the need o f administrative 
support and decision making in this area; a response o f 3 indicated ambivalence 
on the part o f the feculty toward support o f the administration; and a 2or 1 
response indicated an attitude of little to no administrative involvement m the 
LRT process, no need o f a change in current policy, or a preference to either 
teaching or research for LRT evaluation.
7. I f  service activities are to be considered as scholarship, they must be directly tfed 
to one's special field o f knowledge and/or professional activity.
Objective: This question was posed to determine if certain criteria should be 
adopted before service could be considered as scholarly effort.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated an acceptance o f the Boyer standard of 
implementing service in the form o f scholarship o f application; a reqx>nse o f 3 
indicated no interest or knowledge o f acceptmg service within one's discipline as 
scholarly effort; and a 2 or 1 response indicated the individual wanted to retain the 
service element as is, or did not accept the need to connect it to scholarly activity.
8. It is well past time to change the way in which scholarly efforts at SUU are 
evaluated.
Objective: To determine how the feculty felt about the current system o f LRT. 
Response: A 4 or 5 response indicated a dissatisfection with the current system 
and a desire to adopt a new system; a response o f 3 indicated the individual had 
no opinion or felt no reason to change to a new system; and a 2 or 1 indicated an 
attitude o f no change to the current system or had little to no knowledge o f any 
other system.
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9. Many feculty feel that changes in the evaluation procedures are inqtortant, as well 
as overdue, and that administratively it is unwise to ignore the feet that significant 
numbers of faculty are dissatisfied with the current system.
Objective: I wanted to determine the level o f communication o f  feculty across the 
canq)us and the need for administrative support to change the LRT process. 
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated the individual communicated with 
faculty across the campus and recognized a need for change its support by 
administration; a response o f 3 indicated an attitude of no interest in seeking 
administrative support; and a 2 or 1 indicated an acceptance o f current policy and 
level o f administrative support.
10. Teaching effectiveness, not publications, should be the primary criterion for 
promotion at SUU.
Objective: Teaching is the primary objective at SUU and most departments 
heavily weight teaching effectiveness in LRT policy. In order to determine the 
attitude of feculty toward other alternatives like the scholarship o f discovery, this 
question was asked. It was also important to gain insight into attitudes 
concerning the importance o f research and publication as enhancing the 
scholarship o f effective teaching.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated the individual indeed fevored teaching 
and had little interest in research as a component of LRT, accepted only one o f 
Boyer's four scholarships, and therefore did not recognize that one conqwnent 
supports the other; a response o f 3 indicated no opinion on the subject o f research
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and publications; and a 2 or 1 indicated a recognition that scholarly pursuits 
directfy contribute to quality teaching.
11. Faculty talent should be praised, encouraged and publicized, not restricted. 
Objective: To determine how inqwrtant it was to the feculty to receive 
encouragement and support on the part of administration and peers for scholarly 
achievements and efforts.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated a need by faculty for support in this 
area; a neutral response o f 3 indicated a no opinion or concern for recognition; 
and a 2 or 1 response indicated an attitude of self motivation, or the level of 
support and encouragement from the administration was currently sufficient.
12. Faculty, nationally, feel good teaching is assumed, not rewarded.
Objective: To determine if  the feculty knew about and agreed with current 
research showing faculty are not adequately rewarded for good teaching. 
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated the feculty were knowledgeable and 
agreed with the research, indicating they also fek that their teaching was taken for 
granted; a response o f 3 indicated the feculty was not femiliar with the research 
and/or had no opinion o f it; and a 2 or 1 response indicated a level o f satisfection 
with the current rewards system (or the lack o f it) for teaching.
13. Excellence (quality) should be the yardstick by which all scholarly activity is 
measured.
Objective: To determine if this aspect of the Boyer model was important or 
acceptable to the feculty or if they fek there should be another standard for 
evaluation. Many facuky members feel the Boyer model dilutes the LRT process.
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However, the standard o f excellence is strongly proposed by the Boyer model in 
each o f the four scholarships. The dilution o f criteria seems to come from a 
misinterpretation by those implementing the system.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 strongly indicated that excellence is the primary 
if  not only standard in which LRT should be evaluated; a response of 3 indicated 
the individual had no opinion of this concqA; and a 2 or 1 response indicated the 
respondent accepted mediocrity or a lesser standard o f evaluation for LRT.
14. Faculty, throughout their career, should establish their credentials as researchers, 
stay in touch with developments in their fields, remain professionally alive, 
launch into new research projects, and publish the results o f their efforts on a 
regular basis.
Objective: Since this is a primary component o f the Boyer model, it was 
important to determine if  the concept was acceptable to the friculty.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated an acceptance o f this concept as 
important to the evaluation o f LRT; a response o f 3 indicated a no opinion o f 
concept; and a 2 or 1 response indicated the respondent recognized no relevance 
of concept to the evaluation of LRT, did not feel it was an important conqronent 
o f LRT, or does not accept the Boyer model as a vehicle for evaluation o f LRT.
15. Service as a component o f LRT should not be considered as a serious form o f 
scholarship.
Objective: To determine the general feeling o f the feculty in regards to service as 
an equal conqwnent o f LRT, or if they were femiliar with Boyer's scholarship o f
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application and the standard in which it should be included as part o f the LRT 
process.
Response: A response of 4 or 5 indicated a feeling that service, as it is used 
currently, should not be included as an equal conqwnent for LRT, service is often 
misinterpreted, misused, and overused as a criteria for evaluation; a  response o f 3 
indicated no opinion; and a 2 or 1 response indicated the respondent's feeling that 
service was an irrqwrtant part of the process or understood the scholarship of 
application implemented service appropriately.
16. Any decision to pursue a narrow definition o f scholarship should be abandoned in 
order to broaden the concept o f scholarly productivity.
Objective: To determine if the feculty wanted a change in the current policy of 
LRT as well as more flexibility and feculty input into the process.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated an agreement that there should be a 
change in the policy, as well as more feculty input, and the idea o f implementing 
the Boyer model as a possible change; a response o f 3 indicated the respondent 
did not have enough knowledge or imderstanding o f the Boyer model to form an 
opinion; and a 2 or 1 response indicated a satisfection with the current s^ e m  or 
feeling that others should make policy and evaluate criteria.
17. The view that knowledge is acquired through research, synthesis, practice, and 
teaching is widely accepted.
Objective: Since this is another key element o f the Boyer model, it was important 
to determine if  the feculty understood, was familiar with, or accepted this concept 
of the model
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Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated the respondent acknowledged Boyer's 
scholarship o f integration as an important factor o f LRT; a response of 3 indicated 
no opinion or lack of recognition o f the scholarship of integration; and a 2 or 1 
response indicated no knowledge or acceptance of the scholarship o f integration.
18. Faculty should be encouraged and supported to extend their scholarly ability and 
professional knowledge into the greater community.
Objective: To determine the level o f understanding and acceptance o f Boyer's 
scholarship o f tq)plicatk>iL
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated an understanding, recognition, and 
acceptance of Boyer's scholarship o f application as an important conqx>nent o f 
LRT; a response o f 3 indicated no opinion o f this concept; and a 2 or 1 response 
indicated a lack of knowledge, understanding and acceptance o f the scholarship of 
application as an important part o f LRT.
19. Faculty tends to be skeptical about the seriousness and integrity o f the way in 
which publications are peer-reviewed.
Objective: To determine what were the reason(s) faculty were opposed to 
research and publication as a primary conqwnent for LRT.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated the respondent was aware o f this 
problem, recognized a need for change or re-evaluation in this area, had a 
negative experience in regards to publications or feels the Boyer model is a way 
to improve this aspect o f evaluation; a response of 3 indicated either no 
experience in this area or no opinion; and a 2 or 1 response indicated the
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respondent recognized more peer-review is necessary in order to inqjrove this 
process.
20. There should be one common standard used for LRT at SUU.
Objective: To assess the level o f satisfaction with the current SUU policy and 
whether the faculty was amiable to accepting the Boyer model 
Response: A response o f 4 or S indicated the respondent was satisfied with the 
current system and did not want to change present system or accept a new system; 
a response o f 3 indicated the respondent had no opinion o f the concept; and a 2 or 
1 response indicated the respondent wanted a new system, understood the Boyer 
model, accepts and promotes flexibility and welcomes a change in the current 
policy.
Questions 1-10, Part 3 o f Questionnaire
1. Self-reflection and evaluation should be cited as important contributions to the 
assessment process o f LRT.
Objective: To assess how familiar the faculty was with self-reflection as a 
primary component for effective assessment and evaluation. Self-reflection is 
also a key component o f the Boyer model (This question is similar to questfon 5 
in Part 11 o f the questionnaire)
Response: A response o f 4 or S indicated the respondent was familiar with 
current trends o f assessment and evaluation, and the Boyer model It also 
indicated the individual recognized the importance o f self-reflection as an 
important aspect of evaluation and the LRT process; a response o f 3 indicated the 
respondent was not familiar with self-reflection and did not recognize the
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importance o f this concept; and a 2 or 1 response indicated the respondent’s non­
use or acceptance o f self-reflection as part of evaluation or the LRT process.
2. Your department's current criteria format for LRT is acceptable to you.
Objective: To determine how favorable the respondent was to changing the 
current system o f LRT at SUU, or if the current system was satisfactory as a 
system for evaluation.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated the current system matched the 
scholarly activities o f the respondent or that they were comfortable with the 
current system and recognized no reason to adopt a new one; a response o f 3 
indicated the respondent did not want to make a decision or did not have a 
preference for either the old or a new system for LRT; and a 2 or 1 response 
indicated the respondent was not satisfied with current system, the current criteria 
did not fit their individual needs or discipline, or wanted to change current policy 
for LRT.
3. You are satisfied with the level o f scholarship appropriate to your individual 
department for LRT, merit raise, and post-tenure review.
Objective: To assess how satisfied the respondent was with the current level o f 
percentages attached to each area o f scholarshq) and if it was appropriate with the 
department requirements.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated the respondent was satisfied with 
present levels or might even be tenured; a response o f 3 indicated the respondent 
had no opinion o f the concept; and a 2 or 1 indicated the respondent’s
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dissatisfaction with the department’s current level o f scholarshq) and this level is 
inconsistent with their individual portfolk).
4. Peer-review should be considered as a high priority for LRT, merit raise, and 
post-tenure review.
Objective: To determine the acceptance o f the faculty in consistently including 
peer-review as part of the evaluation process of LRT, merit, and post-tenure 
review. This is a key conqwnent of the Boyer model 
Response: A response of 4 or S indicated an understanding o f the Boyer model 
and an acceptance of peer-review as a worthwhile concept o f evaluation for LRT, 
merit, and post-tenure review; a response o f 3 indicated the respondent had no 
opinion of the concept; and a 2 or 1 response indicated the respondent had a 
negative e}q)erience with peer-review, did not value the iiq)ut o f peers in the 
evaluation process, or did not understand the concept of peer-review.
5. A weight o f twenty-five per cent should be the minimum weight given to any 
conqx)nent of LRT, canqius-wide.
Objective: To determine the appropriate limits of weights acceptable to the 
faculty as fair and equitable to the canqjus-wide community. Boyer stressed the 
need for a high and low limit o f weights in each category in order to provide an 
effective evaluation process.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated an understanding o f using weights in 
each category and is acceptable with the fairness the high and low limits provide 
for evaluation o f scholarly activities; a response of 3 indicated a possible lack o f 
understanding of the weighting system or the respondent had no opinion on the
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subject; and a 2 or 1 response indicated the respondent’s non acceptance o f 
incorporating weight limits in evaluating scholar^ activities.
6. Having a common, campus-wide LRT policy would be the best direction for SUU 
to take at this time.
Objective: To assess if the focuhy would be more satisfied with a consistent 
policy implemented campus-wide, the present SUU system, rather than a policy 
that would be flexible and adjustable enough to fit criteria o f individual 
departments and/or disciplines.
Response: A response o f 4 or S indicated a preference for the current policy and a 
recognition o f the strength of continuity o f the policy at SUU or accepts the idea 
that it is best for all faculty to be evaluated with the same criteria; a response o f 3 
indicated no opinion from the respondent; and a 2 or 1 response indicated the 
respondent did not fovor one policy or set of criteria for all, wanted a policy and 
set o f criteria tailored to their own discipline or department, or sees the present 
system as too restrictive and confining.
7. The justification for réévaluation o f foculty roles and rewards by the university 
that have been discussed over the last five years make it appropriate.
Objective: To determine if the focuhy was in agreement that a réévaluation was 
justified and appropriate and enough discussion and information had been 
provided for them in order to make meaningful decisions in regard to evaluation, 
promotion, scholarly activities, and LRT.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated that the respondent had attended 
sufficient meetings and workshops on réévaluation and recognized the need and
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inqwrtance o f adopting a new model for evaluation purposes; a response o f 3 
indicated no opinion of réévaluation from the respondent; and a 2 or 1 response 
indicated the respondent was not acceptable to change or réévaluation and not 
enough justification for this process bad been provided.
8. LRT awards are the most ^piopriate mechanisms for rewarding faculty. 
Objective: To assess if the focuhy was satisfied with an LRT system for reward 
or if they feh there was a better and more acceptable instrument for evaluation of 
scholarly activities, promotion, merit, tenure, or post-tenure review. This would 
include changing the current system or a traditional system o f evaluation to a 
more adaptable system for reward.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated the respondent was satisfied with the 
current or a traditional LRT format for evaluation or knew or no other mechanism 
for evaluating foculty for reward; a response o f 3 indicated the respondent did not 
want to voice an opinion or had no opinion; and a 2 or 1 indicated the respondent 
would consider other mechanisms, such as the Boyer model for evaluating 
activities, knew o f other possible systems for evaluation, and was not conq)letely 
satisfied with current system.
9. A feir assessment o f scholarly activities would involve the inclusion o f Boyer 
model criteria; clear goals, adequate preparation, appropriate methods, significant 
results, effective presentation and reflective critique.
Objective: To determine if the foculty accepted the Boyer model and the 
standards o f assessment o f scholarly activities proposed by the model
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Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated the fiiculty fovored the implementation 
o f  the Boyer model as a tool for evahiatfon o f scholarly activities and reward and 
recognized the standards o f the model provided foimess o f criteria to be used for 
such evaluation; a response o f 3 indicated the respondent either had no opinfon o f 
incorporating the standards or lacked knowledge of the standards; and a 2 or 1 
response indicated the respondent was unfamiliar with the model, the standards of 
the model or did not want to consider adoption of a new model for evaluation of 
scholarly activities or reward.
10. Writing letters o f recommendation for students should be included when listing 
scholarly activities.
Objective: To assess the general attitude of the foculty in accepting this activity 
as a scholarly effort or whether h was considered as a responsibility o f being a 
faculty member.
Response: A response o f 4 or 5 indicated the respondent accepted this as a 
scholarly activity as well as a consideration for LRT, merit, and reward; a 
response of 3 indicated no commitment or opinion from the respondent; and a 2 or 
1 response indicated the respondent considered this activity as a responsibility o f 
a focuky member, would never consider this activity as scholarly, or would not 
use it as a criterion for LRT, merit, or reward.
The purposes and functions o f qualitative and quantitative data on questionnaires are 
different as well as complementary. Standardized items can be statistically summarized, 
conpared, or generalized; whereas narrative comments as a result o f open-ended 
questions provide a forum for elaboration, explanations, meanings, and new ideas. The
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primary  purpose o f usiog open-ended questions is for the researcher to  understand the 
perspective o f the participants without predetermining their perspective through prior 
selection o f questionnaire categories (Patton, 1987). The main task o f  the evaluator is to 
provide a means for the respondent to e:q)ress accurate^ and thoroughly their own points 
o f view. Prior e?q)ression of the objectives, and clarification o f the e3q>ected response 
range for each question, as was done above, lends objectivity to the analysis o f those 
responses.
Statistical Methods
The method o f gathering data was closest to convenience sampling (Gall et a l, 1996), 
rather than drawing a sample randomly from a defined population, as is the case in either 
stratified, cluster or systematic sampling. Convenience sampling (1) suits the purposes of 
the study, (2) can be located at or near the researcher works, (3) the administrator that 
needs to approve the data collection is a fiiend of the researcher, (4) the researcher is 
familiar with the setting and might even work there, and (5) some o f the data the 
researcher needs may have already been collected. I f  a convenience sample is used the 
researcher and the reader of the report must infor a population to which the results might 
generalize. If  the sanqile is representative o f the population, the sanq)le is equivalent to a 
sample randomly drawn from the population (Gall et a l, 1996). In this case, the 
population is the foculty and administration of Southern Utah University; the sangle is 
the number o f foculty and administration that returned questionnaires, out o f the total 
population uho received those questionnaires.
Responses to Likert-type questions constitute ordinal data, identified by ranks e.g., 
very knowledgeable, knowledgeable, neutral, little knowledge, or no knowledge.
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Although responses to Likert-type questions may be normally distributed in the universe 
of responses within an institution or larger population, small sanq)le sizes may not be 
large enough to test normality or to overcome significant deviations from the average 
caused by one or more outliers. Indeed, indien Likert-type questions are analyzed, median 
or modal responses are more important than averages; two distributions o f Likert-type 
scores could be different and still have the same mean (Ott, 1977). What needs to be 
assessed is the distribution of response scores, not averages. Consequently, parametric 
statistical tests o f means that require normality and/or equal variances within the sanq>led 
populations are inappropriate for ordinal data o f the Likert-type used here. Non- 
parametric statistical methods are most appropriate to analyze response data among sub­
populations. These tests do not hypothesize that sampled populations have the same 
mean, but that the two sanq)les were drawn fium identical populations.
Chi-square analysis was used to congare observed and expected frequencies of 
returned questionnaires from departments and colleges. In addition to sinq>le descrÿtive 
statistics (percentages and their ranges and averages, medians, etc.), graphs were 
constructed to visualize the frequency o f responses in Likert-type categories for each 
question using the campus-wide samples, and contingency tables to test the homogeneity 
of response frequencies among groups o f questions (designated as skewed left, skewed 
right, unimodal, bimodal, or non-modal), where H responses were the same for each 
question in a group of conq)arisons. When the campus wide sangle was partitioned into 
colleges, samples sizes in each Likert-type category were too small and unequal to 
visualize differences among these subpopulations. Consequently, rather than test 
responses among colleges to eacl i question, questions in Parts 1-3 of the questionnaire
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that were directly applicable to the six research questions were grouped and median 
scores listed in a college (column) by question (row) table. To test the null hypothesis of 
no difference in the distribution of responses among colleges, pair wise Mann-Whitney LI 
tests were used to determine which colleges responded in a similar or different manner to 
that group of questions (and therefore, how colleges responded differently to the research 
question being explored). The Mann-Whitney U statistk may be used to test vdiether 
two independent groups have been drawn from the same population and is one o f the 
most powerful non-parametric tests used as an alternative to the parametric pair wise t 
test when the researcher wishes to avoid the t test’s assumptions or when the 
measurement in the research is weaker than interval scaling (Siegel, 1956). Finally, 
median tests (Siegel, 1956) were used to explore differences in median responses to the 
research questions between groups of foculty, respectively, above and below the midpoint 
between least and most years o f service.
Significance o f the Study 
Clark (1999), Finnegan (1999), and Diamond (1999) have all looked into the area of 
scholarship and faculty attitudes. Arreola's (2000) Faculty Evaluation System provides 
examples o f several institutions that have already implemented such a plan and offers 
guidelines and suggestions for initializing and completing the process. The data collected 
and analyzed from the questionnaire will form the basis for developing methods to 
e^glore knowledge and attitudes of foculty, provide insight into the concqms o f the SUU 
faculty and administrators, and indicate in which direction they might proceed to 
conplete an evaluation system that can be used as the LRT policy can^us wide.
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RESULTS 
Frequency o f Responses 
Fifty-nine questionnaires were returned, 32% o f the 185 tenured or tenure-track foculty 
and administrators distributed among the various colleges, departments and 
administration. Seven returned questionnaires were not conpleted and will be considered 
later (see Comments, below), reducing the overall number o f positive respondents to 52, 
or 28% o f the sampled population. Reasons for such a low return of questionnaires were 
explored by interviews with a representative o f each college and the library (see 
Appendix 111), and will be discussed in Chzpter 5.
With low numbers o f returned questionnaires, it was important to know how those that 
did respond were distributed and whether or not they were representative of foculty in 
departments, colleges and administration.
Table 1 lists the number of questionnaires distributed to each department and the 
observed number o f responses. The response frequency among departmental units 
(including the library and administration), ranged, widely, between 10% for the 
Department o f Mathematics and 93% for the Department o f Teacher Education, with an 
average response o f 26.4% (N = 18, SD= 19.05%, CV = 72.0). A test of equality o f
70
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observed and e?q)ected response frequencies among departments, based on the 52 positive 
responses, marginally rejected the null hypothesis, X* (17, N = 52) = 27.7, p = .05. 
However, if the greater than e:q)ected number of responses from the Department o f 
Teacher Education is eliminated, the observed number o f responses is equal to the 
number expected, (16, N = 38) = 6.8, p  = .98.
Grouping responses by colleges (including the library and administration), a similar 
pattern emerges (see Table 1). Observed and expected frequencies o f responses (again, 
based on the number o f positive respondents) differ, significant^, X^  (6, N = 52) = 15.1, p 
= .02; however, the null hypothesis is accepted if the greater than e)q)ected number of 
responses from the College of Education (mostly from the Department of Teacher 
Education) is not included in the test, 3^  (5, N = 38) = 2.6, p = .77.
Although the responses are proportional to the numbers of foculty in the various 
departments and the administration, they are too low for inter-departmental con^jarisons. 
Fight o f 17 academic departments and the administration returned only one response. 
Consequently, responses o f departments are grouped into colleges and the library for 
further conq)arisons. The single response from administration will be discussed 
individually (see Comments, below).
Analysis o f Individual Questions, Parts 1-3 o f Questionnaire, Campus-wide 
Part 1 — Campus-wide Knowledge and Understanding of the Boyer Model 
When grouped, responses to Likert-type questions can be skewed left (most responses 
5 and 4, very knowledgeable and knowledgeable, or strongly agree or agree), skewed 
right (most responses 2 and 1, little knowledge and no knowledge, or disagree and 
strongly disagree), unimodal (mostly neutral, or responses o f 3), bimodal (low numbers
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
72
o f neutral responses, and higher, but more or less even numbers in skewed left and right 
categories), or non-modal, vfoere equal numbers o f responses occur in each Likert-type 
group (Hopkins & Glass, 1978). Numbers of respondents are used to test these 
distributions for Parts 1-3 o f the questionnaire.
In Part 1, concerning foculty knowledge and understanding o f the Boyer model, 
questions 1-7, were skewed left. Questions 8-13, asking how well-understood was the 
Boyer model, in the opinions of the respondents, among groups representing departments, 
colleges, the university at large, and administration, including deans and higher 
administrators, were skewed right, or slightly neutral or non-modal (see Figure 1). 
Can^us-wide, the number of responses in each o f thel3 questions in Part 1, summed for 
all respondents and grouped into three Likert-type categories o f very knowledgeable and 
knowledgeable, neutral, and little knowledge and no knowledge, were significantly 
different, (Likert-type category x question contingency table) (2, N = 52) = 123.5, p <  
.0001. However, numbers o f responses within each group (Le., skewed left, questions 1- 
7; and skewed right, questions 8-13) were remarkably similar: for questions 1-7 (Likert- 
type category x question contingency table), (12, N = 52) = 9.80, £ = .63; and for 
questions 8-13, (Likert-type category x question contingency table) (10, N = 52) =
9.40, E = .50. Overall, 62% of respondents scored very knowledgeable or 
knowledgeable, 6% were neutral, and 32% had little or no knowledge o f the Boyer model 
or its criteria (see Table 2). Only 26% claimed their peers were very knowledgeable or 
knowledgeable o f the Boyer model, 35% were neutral, and 39% indicated little or no 
understanding o f the level o f knowledge concerning the model or its criteria by other 
members o f the university (see Table 2).
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Part 2 -  Cançus-wide Attitudes Toward LRT and Changes to LRT 
In Part 2 o f the questionnaire, respondents answered questions designed to gauge their 
attitudes toward present and future leave, rank and tenure policies, and changes to those 
policies. As anticipated by the range and varied wording o f each questfon, distributk>ns 
o f individual responses (grouped into Likert-type categories o f strongly agree and agree, 
neutral, and disagree and strongly disagree) varied significantly among the 20 questions, 
(Likert-type category by question contingency table) (38, N = 51) = 371.2, p  < .0001. 
Broadly speaking, responses to questions 1-2, 4-9, 11-14 and 16-19 were skewed left; 
responses to questions 3 and 20 were skewed right; and responses to questions 10 and 15 
appeared bimodal (see Figure 2). None o f the questions showed unimodal or non-modal 
distributions o f responses.
Although left skewness is clearly evident in questions 1-2, 4-9,11-14 and 16-19, 
response fi-equencies were not entirely homogeneous within this group o f questions, 
(Likert-type category by question contingency table) (30, N = 51) = 78.1, p < .0001, 
likely due to slightly more than expected numbers o f responses in neutral, and disagree or 
strongly disagree categories (e.g., questions 8,12 , and 19; see Figure 2). Nevertheless, 
an average o f 79% (range 53-90%) o f respondents strongly agreed or agreed to these 
questions, firmly stating that individual departments should determine their own criteria 
for LRT and their own weighting scale for LRT components; that pressure, stress and 
burnout will occur if responsibilities and requirements for LRT are fixed; that peer 
evaluation, self-reflection and evaluation are important components o f LRT; that 
administration should encourage foculty to switch finm teaching to research and vice- 
versa, occasionally, that service as a conqwnent o f LRT must be tied to one special field
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of knowledge or professional activity; that change needs to occur in the way scholarty 
efforts o f  fecuky are evaluated; that fecuky are dissatisfied with the current system of 
evaluation; that fecuky talent should be praised, encouraged and publicized, not 
restricted; that fecuky, nationally, feel good teaching is assumed not rewarded; that 
excellence should be the yardstick by which all scholarly activity is measured; that 
fecuky should remain active in research and current in their fields; that a narrow 
definition o f scholarship should be abandoned; that knowledge is acquired through 
research, synthesis, practice and teaching; that fecuky research and e)q)ertise should be 
extended into the greater community; and that fecuky tend to be skeptical about the 
seriousness and integrity of the way publications are reviewed by their peers (see Table 
3). Only 9% (range 2-24%) were neutral on these issues and 12% (range 0-28%) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with them (see Table 3).
Right skewed responses for questions 3 and 20 were homogeneous, (Likert-type 
category by question contingency table) (2, N = 51) = 5.28, p  - .07. An average o f 
78% (range 77-79%) of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed that a university 
committee should determine model, criteria, and weighting schemes for LRT, or that 
there should be one common standard for LRT at SUU (see Table 3). An average of 12% 
(range 6-18%) were neutral on these issues, and 11% (range 6-16%) either agreed or 
strongly agreed that administration, not departments, should set standards for LRT (see 
Table 3).
Likewise, bimodal responses for questions 10 and 15 were also homogeneous, (Likert- 
type category by question contingency table) X^  (2,N  = 51) = 0.24, p  = .88. Questions 10 
and 15 divided the respondents almost equally; 55% (range 53-57%) disagreed or
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strongly disagreed that teaching effectiveness, not publicatfons should be the primary 
criterion for promotion at SUU, and feh that service, as a conçonent o f LRT, should be 
considered a serious form o f scholarshq) (see Table 3), whereas 38% (range 37-39%) 
strongty agreed or agreed that teaching effectiveness should be the primary criterion and 
that service should not be a serious form o f scholarship. Only 7% (range 6-8%) were 
neutral on these issues.
Biomodal responses are inqwrtant because they reveal points o f real disagreement. 
These disagreements will be further e>q)lored by conq>arisons among respondents from 
the various colleges (see Testing Research Questions by Responses Among Colleges, 
below).
Part 3 -  Canqjus-wide Attitudes Toward Evaluation Procedures and Satisfoction With
Current Evaluation Policies
Questions in Part 3 have similar intent to some questions in Parts 1 and 2, but are 
asked from different perspectives; they also are similarly analyzed. Figure 3 suggests 
that responses to questions 1,4-5, 7 and 9 are skewed left; those to question 10 are 
skewed right; and responses to questions 2-3,6  and 8 approximate bimodality. For 
question 10, only 7% o f respondents strongly agreed or agreed that writing letters of 
recommendation for students should be included when listing scholarly activities; 84% 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with this idea; and 9% e^qvessed a neutral response (see 
Table 4).
Responses for the four bimodal questions are homogeneously distributed, (Likert-type 
category by question contingency table) (6, N = 45) = 6.58, p  = .36. For questions 2-3,
an average o f 43% o f respondents (range 40-47%) strongly agreed or agreed that the
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departments current criteria and format for LRT was acceptable, and that they were 
satisfied with the level o f scholarship ^propriate to their individual department for LRT 
and merit raise considerations; however, an equal number, average 42% (range 40-45%), 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with these statements, and 15% (range 13-16%) gave a 
neutral response. For questions 6 and 8, an average of 28% (range 28-29%) of 
respondents strongly agreed or agreed that having a common, canq>us-wide LRT policy 
would be the best direction for SUU to take at this time, and that LRT awards are the 
most appropriate mechanism for rewarding foculty; a larger percentage o f respondents, 
average 60% (range 60-60%), disagreed or strongly disagreed with both statements, and 
12% (range 11-13%) gave neutral responses (see Table 4).
Although clearly skewed left, responses among questions 1,4-5, 7 and 9 are not 
homogeneous, causing the null hypothesis to be rejected, (Likert-type category by 
question contingency table) (8, N = 45) = 17.29, p = .027. Heterogeneity is due to
slightly greater than e?q)ected numbers o f responses in Likert-type categories, neutral and 
disagree or strongly disagree, of question 5 (see Figure 3); when question 5 is removed 
from the group the null hypothesis, tested by a contingency table incorporating onty 
questions 1 ,4 ,7  and 9, is accepted, X^ (6, N =  45) = 3.23, p  = .78. An average o f 72% 
(range 51-82%) o f respondents strongly agreed or agreed that self reflection and 
evaluation should be important contributions to the assessment process o f LRT, that peer 
review should be considered as a high priority for LRT, merit raise and post-tenure 
review, that a weight of 25% should be the minimum weight given to any component of 
LRT campus-wide, that appropriate justification exists for a re-evaluation o f foculty roles 
and rewards, and that a foir assessment of scholarly activities would utilize the six
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standards o f the Boyer model; an average o f only 10% (range 4-22%) o f respondents 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with these statements; and 18% (range 9-27%) e^qnessed 
neutral attitudes (see Table 4).
Testing Research Questmns tty Responses Among Colleges 
After analyzing responses to individual questions in the questionnaire, and 
determining that not all faculty are familiar with the Boyer model and its criteria, that 
communication of ideas concerning this model seems restricted among groups o f foculty 
at different levels within the university, that attitudes are mixed on the issues of 
should design and administer evaluations for leave, rank, tenure, promotion and merit, 
and to vfoat extent changes in these policies are warranted, it was important to determine 
how these issues were addressed by individual colleges. Consequently, questions in Parts 
1-3 o f the questionnaire were assigned to groups representing the first five o f six research 
questions listed above (see Chq)ter 1, p. 7, and Chapter 3, p. 42). For each question 
within the five groups, the median response score was conq)uted from respondents, by 
college. College (column) by question (row) matrices were subjected to pair-wise Mann- 
Whitney U tests to determine if responses between colleges were drawn from the same 
population.
Research Question 1 
Familiarity with the Boyer model and understanding of Boyer’s four scholarships, 
among respondents grouped into colleges, was explored by analysis o f questions 1-7 in 
Part 1 of the questioimaire. Median scores for these questions were distributed 
differently among colleges, with average median scores ranging from disagreement (2.0) 
to agreement or strong agreement (4.3) among colleges (see Table 5). Faculty in the
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library and College of Education were knowledgeable to very knowledgeable o f the 
Boyer model; those in the College o f Performing and Visual Arts and College o f Science 
were neutral to knowledgeable concerning the model; and the College o f Humanities and 
Social Sciences and College o f Business and Technology were neutral or claimed little 
knowledge of the model The results of pair-wise Maim-Whitney LJ tests among colleges 
(see /^pendix IV) showed that a median response of knowledgeable or very 
knowledgeable is similar among foculty in the College of Education and the library, but 
differs significantly fi*om median responses of knowledgeable, neutral or little knowledge 
by the other colleges (all g < .05). Although the median responses o f little knowledge or 
neutral expressed by faculty in the College of Business and Technology and the College 
of Humanities and Social Sciences, respectively, had similar distributions, median 
responses o f the College o f Business and Technology were distributed differently finm 
the knowledgeable responses of the College of Performing and Visual Arts and the 
College o f Science, but responses o f the College of Humanities and Social Sciences were 
similar to those of the latter two colleges(all g < .05; see Appendix IV). Figure 4 shows 
these relationships in a graph o f average median scores and 95% confidence limits.
Research Question 2
Levels o f communication concerning the Boyer model among foculty were ejqilored 
by analysis o f questions 8-13 in Part 1 of the questionnaire. Median responses differed 
among colleges (see Table 6). If the intent o f responses was to indicate how well 
respondent's peer were fomiliar with the Boyer model foculty in the library, especially, 
and College of Education suggested that good communication existed among peers by 
scoring their peers as knowledgeable to very knowledgeable (see Table 6). In contrast.
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respondents in the College o f Business and Technology felt that peers and administratfon 
at all levels bad little knowledge of the model (see Table 6). The College of Performing 
and Visual Arts, College o f Science and College o f Humanities and Social Sciences, 
overall, gave neutral responses; however, interestingly, the College o f Performing and 
Visual Arts rated higher administration and their dean as knowledgeable but indicated 
that foculty in departments had little to no knowledge o f the model (see Table 6). These 
differences were significant between the following groups o f colleges: the library and 
colleges o f Business and Technology, Humanities and Social Sciences, and Performing 
and Visual Arts; the colleges of Education and Business and Technology; and the 
colleges o f Business and Technology and Science (Mann-Whitney U tests, all g < .05; see 
Appendix V). Figure 5 depicts these groupings among colleges in a graph of average 
median scores and their 95% confidence limits.
Research Question 3 
Faculty attitudes toward using Boyer’s four scholarships, and whether the Boyer 
model is capable of being rigorously assessed and fairly and equitably used as a campus- 
wide reward system was e3q>lored by examining responses among colleges to questions 5, 
7,10-11, 13-15,17-19 in Part 2 and questions 1,4-5, and 9-10 in Part 3 o f the 
questionnaire. Average median scores among colleges are all in agree to strongly agree 
range (see Table 7), and none o f the average median scores among colleges falsified the 
null hypothesis (pair-wise Mann-Whitney U tests, all g  > .05). This homogeneity o f mean 
average median response scores is shown in Figure 6.
However, while average scores among colleges were high for questions 5 ,7 ,11 , 13- 
14, and 17-18 in Part 2, and 1,4,5, and 9 in Part 3, a mix o f strongly agree to strongly
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disagree for questions 10, IS, and 19 in Part 2, and question 10 in Part 3 was apparent 
(see Table 7). The median average responses o f all colleges agreed or strongly agreed 
that peer evaluation, self-reflection and evaluation, are inqwrtant conqwnents o f LRT 
(questions 5, Part 2, and 1 and 4, Part 3); that to be considered as scholarship, service 
must be directly tied to one’s special field of knowledge (7, Part 2)); foculty talent should 
be praised, encouraged and publicized, not restricted (11, Part 2); excellence should be 
the yardstick by which all scholarly activity is measured (13, Part 2); foculty should 
remain active, productive and current in their professional careers (14, Part 2); accept that 
knowledge is acquired through research, synthesis, practice and teaching (17, Part 2); 
faculty should be encouraged and supported to extend their scholarly abilities into the 
greater community (18, Part 2); 25% should be the minimum weight given to any 
component for LRT, campus-wide (5, Part 3); and a foir assessment of scholarly activities 
should include all six o f Boyer’s standards (9, Part 3). On the issue of whether teaching 
effectiveness, not publication, should be the primary criterion for promotion at SUU (10, 
Part 2), average median responses of the College o f Humanities and Social Sciences 
agreed; the colleges of Business and Technology and Education were neutral; and the 
library, and colleges of Performing and Visual Arts and Science, disagreed. For the 
statement indicating that service as a conqx>nent o f LRT should not be considered as a 
serious form o f scholarship (15, Part 2), the library (a highly service-oriented group) 
agreed (contrary to the Boyer model); the colleges o f  Education and Humanities and 
Social Sciences were neutral on the statement; the colleges of Science and Business and 
Technology disagreed; and the average median response for the College of Performing 
and Visual Arts was between disagree and strongly disagree. On the matter how way
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publications are peer reviewed for LRT and merit reviews (19, Part 2), the colleges o f 
Education, Humanities and Social Sciences, Performing and Visual Arts, and Science, 
agreed o r strongly agreed that they were skeptical about the process; Business and 
Technology gave a neutral response; and the library strongty disagreed, feeling that the 
way publications are reviewed by peers is acceptable. Finally, all colleges disagreed or 
strongly disagreed that writing letters o f recommendations for students should be 
included when listing scholarly activities (10, Part 3).
Research Question 4
Is faculty receptive to changing present leave, rank and tenure policies, annual review 
criteria and other reward systems? This question was explored by analyzing average 
median responses, by college, to questions 6-8, 9,12 and 16, in Part 2, and questions 2-3 
and 8, in Part 3, o f the questionnaire. For all o f these, except question 2, Part 2 and 
question 8, Part 3, average median responses were mostly positive (see Table 8), and 
none o f the pair-wise Mann-Whitney U scores falsified the null hypothesis (all p  > .05; 
see Figure 7).
Respondents agreed or strongly agreed that administration should encourage foculty to 
shift enq)hasis from teaching to research and vice-versa (6, Part 2); that it is well past 
time to change the way in which scholarly efforts at SUU are evaluated (8, Part 2), and 
foculty are dissatisfied with the current system o f evaluation (9, Part 2); foculty feel good 
teaching is assumed not rewarded (12, Part 2); any decision to narrow the definition of 
scholarship should be abandoned in order to broaden the concept o f scholarly activity 
(16, Part 2); foculty are satisfied with the departmental e}q)ectations o f scholarship (3,
Part 3); and that a re-evaluation of foculty roles and rewards is justified (7, Part 3). The
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library and College o f Humanities and Social Sciences agreed that their department’s 
current criteria for LRT was acceptable; the colleges o f Science and Business and 
Technology gave neutral responses; and the colleges o f Education and Performing and 
Visual Arts disagreed or strongly disagreed with the acceptability o f their department’s 
current criteria (see question 2, Part 3, in Table 8). None of the colleges agreed that LRT 
awards are the most appropriate mechanisms for rewarding foculty (see question 8, Part 
3, in Table 8).
Research Question 5
Is foculty interested in a campus-wide, one-size-fits-all, policy, or do they feel that 
policies should be developed at department levels? The researcher attenq)ted to answer 
this question by examining, separately, average median responses to two sets of questions 
(see Table 9). Faculty responding to questions 1-2 and 4, in Part 2 (Set 1), nearly all agree 
or strongly agree that departments should determine faculty reward policies. Nearly all 
o f these same foculty, responding to questions 3 and 20 in Part 2, and 6 in Part 3 (Set 2), 
disagreed or strongly disagreed that a university committee should determine policy, and 
that one common standard for LRT should be adopted. This consistency of attitude, by 
responding differently to the two sets o f questions is most clearly seen in Figure 8, 
depicting mean average median responses and their 95% confidence limits for the two 
groups. The only exception to these attitudes is the response o f the College o f Education 
to question 6, Part 3; the college seems to contradict itself by agreeing that departments 
develop policies, but also agrees that a common LRT policy would be the best direction 
for SUU to take at this time (see Table 9).
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Relationships o f Response Frequencies to Years o f University Enq)loyment and Tenured
or Non-tenured Status 
Appendix Vn lists the raw response scores (if given) to the 43 questions in Parts 1-3 
of the questionnaire for the 52 respondents in the five colleges, the likary and 
administration, their numbers of years o f service, and whether they are tenured or non- 
tenured. To e?q)lore possible relationships between these three sets o f variables, tables 
were made o f average median score (the average of the median response for appropriate 
groups o f questions) and years of service, or tenured or non-tenured status, o f individual 
respondents. These tables were constructed for responses to questions that addressed the 
aims o f each of the five research questions. In each table, respondents were grouped by 
years o f service above or below the midpoint o f the range of years o f service, or into 
tenured or non-tenured groups, and by the number o f scores above and below the 
combined median score for each group (Siegel, 1956).
When analyzing data split at the combined median score, a contingency Chi-square 
test was used to analyze each table because the number of average median responses in 
each conq^arison was greater than 40 (Siegel, 1956). The null hypothesis tested is that 
proportions of responses above the combined median score for the group below the 
midpoint o f years o f service, or the non-tenured group when status was tested, and 
proportions o f responses above the combined median score for the group above the 
midpoint o f years of service, or the tenured group, are similar. The test is one-tailed, 
because the alternative hypothesis is that the proportion o f responses above the combined 
maHian score for the group below the midpoint o f years o f service, or the non-tenured 
group, are higher than the proportion o f responses above the combined median score for
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the group below the midpoint o f years o f service, or the tenured group; thus, the test is 
directional (Siegel, 1956).
Contingency tables and the results o f all median tests (using a contingency Chi- 
square), for both years o f service and status, and for each research questfon tested, are 
listed in Table 10. Figures are provided for data on years o f service, but results for status, 
wdiich are similar to those for years o f service, are simply reported in the text below.
Years o f Service and Status: Research Question 1 
Figure 9 is a scatter plot o f respondent's years of service and average median score 
for questions 1-7 in Part 1 o f the questionnaire, concerning familiarity o f SUU foculty 
with the Boyer model and an understanding o f Boyer's four scholarships. Faculty years 
of service range from 1 to 38 years, with a midpoint o f 19 years, dividing the respondents 
into groups with less than and more than 19 years o f service. The average median 
response to the questions (on Likert's scale o f 5 to 1) range from very knowledgeable to 
no knowledge o f Boyer' model or his four scholarships, with a combined median score of 
4.0 in each group. A contingency Chi-square test could not reject the null hypothesis that 
there is no difference between proportional responses above the combined median score 
for the group with less than 19 years o f service and those responses above the combined 
median score for the group with more than 19 years o f service, (1, N = 50) = .08, p = 
.78. Both groups appear generally knowledgeable, and longevity does not seem to reflect 
differences in knowledge o f the Boyer model and Boyer’s four scholarships. The same 
finding was obtained with respondents grouped as tenured or non-tenured, (1, N = 50)
= 2.2, p = .13 (see Figure 10).
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Years of Service and Status; Research Question 2 
Figure 10 is a scatter plot of respondent's years of service and average median score 
for questions 8-13 in Part 1 of the questionnaire, concerning how much discussion and 
communicatfon occurred within and among departments, colleges, and the university at 
large, and how well acquainted with inq)lementing the Boyer model were administrators 
in these units in the eyes o f the respondents. Faculty years of service range from 1 to 38 
years, with a midpoint of 19 years, dividing the respondents into groups with less than 
and more than 19 years o f service. The average median response to the questions (on 
Likert's scale o f 5 to 1) range from knowledgeable to no knowledge of how much 
discussion has occurred, with a combined median score of 3.0 in each group. A 
contingency Chi-square test did not reject the nuU hypothesis, (1, N = 50) = .03, p =
.86. Although both groups averaged a neutral response, the proportion o f foculty with 
fewer than 19 years of service expressed the same knowledge as the group with more 
than 19 years o f service that communication on the Boyer model has taken place among 
different levels in the university. The same finding was obtained with respondents 
grouped as tenured or non-tenured, % (^1, N = 50) = .04, p  = .85 (see Figure 10).
Years of Service and Status: Research Question 3 
Figure 11 is a scatter plot of respondent's years o f service and average median score 
for questions 5, 7,10-11,13-15 and 17-19 in Part 2, and 1,4-5 and 9-10 in Part 3 o f the 
questionnaire, concerning faculty attitudes toward using Boyer's four types o f 
scholarship, whether they feel the model is capable o f being rigorously assessed, and is it 
foir and equitable as a canq)us-wide reward system. Faculty years o f service range from 
1 to 38 years, with a midpoint of 19 years, dividing the respondents into groups with less
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than and more than 19 years o f service. The average median response to the questions 
(on Likert's scale of S to 1) range from strongly agree to disagree, on a range o f questions 
that explore attitudes toward the model, its implementation and its foimess, with a 
combined median score of 4.0 in each group. A contingency Chi-square test dki not 
reject the null hypothesis, %^(1,N = 49) = .07, p = .79. It is clear (see Figure 11) that 
most o f the foculty seem to fovor the model, its implementation, and fairness for foculty 
reward systems. The same finding was obtained with respondents grouped as tenured or 
non-tenured, %^(1,N = 47) = .00, p = .97 (see Figure 10).
Years o f Service and Status: Research Question 4 
Figure 12 is a scatter plot o f respondent's years o f service and average median score 
for questions 6,8-9,12 and 16 in Part 2, and 2-3 and 7-8 in Part 3 o f the questionnaire, 
concerning how receptive are foculty to changing present LRT policies, aimual review 
criteria, and other reward systems. Faculty years o f service range from 1 to 38 years, 
with a midpoint o f 19 years, dividing the respondents into groups with less than and more 
than 19 years of service. The average median response to the questions (on Likert's scale 
of S to 1) range from strongly agree to disagree, on a range of questions that e^qtlore 
attitudes toward the model, its implementation and its foimess, with a combined median 
score o f 4.0 in each group. A contingency Chi-square test did not reject the null 
hypothesis, %^(l,N = 47) = . l l ,p =  .74. Clearly (see Figure 12), most of the foculty 
seems to fovor change in the present foculty reward systems. The same finding was 
obtained with respondents grouped as tenured or non-tenured, %^(1, N = 48) = .04, p =
.83 (see Figure 10).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
87
Years o f Service and Status: Research Question 5 
Figure 13 is a scatter plot o f respondent's years of service and average median score 
for two sets of questions concerning whether foculty fovor a canq)us-wide, one-size-fits- 
all policy for LRT and other reward systems (Set 1 = questions 3 and 20 in Part 2, and 6 
in Part 3), or do they feel the policy should be developed at department levels (Set 2 = 
questions 1-2 and 4 in Part 2). Faculty years of service range from 1 to 38 years, with a 
midpoint of 19 years, dividing the respondents into groups with less than and more than 
19 years o f service. The average median response to the questions (on Likert's scale o f S 
to 1) range from strongly agree to strongly disagree, on a range o f questions that explore 
faculty attitudes toward these two sets of questions, with a combined median score o f 2.0 
for Set 1, and 4.0 for Set 2. A contingency Chi-square test did not reject the null 
hypothesis for responses to Set 1, %^(1, N = 50) = 1.36, p = .24, or Set 2, (1, N = 50) =
.09, p = .76. Faculty regardless o f years of experience (see Figure 12) rejected the idea o f 
a one-size-fits-all policy, and fovored the development of reward criteria within 
departments. The same finding was obtained with respondents grouped as tenured or non- 
tenured, for Set 1, x^(l, N = 47) = .00, p = .99, and for Set 2, x^(l. N = 47) = .11, p = .74 
(see Figure 10).
Comments
Seven questionnaires were returned blank; only one had an attached comment that 
stated, "Sorry, I dont have time to do this.” Three questionnaires were sent to higher 
administration, only one of which was conqileted and returned. This administrator had a 
median score of 4 for questions addressing Research Question 1 ; a 3 for Research 
Question 2; a 4 for both Research Questions 3 and 4; and a 2 for questions in Set 1, and a
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4 for those in Set 2, for Research Question 5. Consequent^, this administrator was 
knowledgeable o f the Boyer model and Boyer's four scholarshqis; neutral on whether or 
not other members o f the university were so knowledgeable; agreed that Boyer's model 
could be rigorously assessed, and that it was foir and equitable as a canq>us-wide reward 
system; strongly agreed that it was time to change the present LRT policies, annual 
review criteria and other reward systems; and, finally, that policies should be developed 
by individual departments, and not a one-size-fits-all set o f criteria.
Summary of Findings 
Twenty-eight percent o f the number o f questionnaires distributed to all tenured and 
tenure-track foculty and administration at Southern Utah University (52 of 185 
individuals) was returned. This small sample size precluded tests o f assumptions of 
normality o f responses fiequencies and was more coirectly e:q)lored by non-parametric, 
rather than parametric, statistical procedures, especially as the questions asked for ordinal 
scale responses. Although, respondents were representative o f proportions o f foculty in 
each o f the colleges, and for those departments from which questionnaires were received, 
some departments had only one response; consequently, responses were analyzed at the 
university-wide or college levels.
Canq)us-wide, the majority of respondents (62%) were very knowledgeable or 
knowledgeable o f the Boyer model and Boyer's four scholarships; a minority (32%) had 
little or no knowledge o f the model; and a very small percentage (6%) gave a neutral 
response. However, a minority of respondents (26%) claimed to know whether their peers 
were very knowledgeable or knowledgeable of the model; a larger percentage (35%) gave
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neutral responses; and the phiralaity response (39%) was that they had little or no klea 
Mdiether their peers were &miliar with the model
Most respondents (79%) strongly agreed or agreed with the ideas that individual 
departments should determine their own criteria and weighting scales for LRT; that those 
criteria should be flexible, that a narrow definition o f scholarship should be abandoned, 
and that assessment should include peer evaluation, as well as self-refection and 
evaluation; that service as a conçonent o f LRT must be tied to ones special field and that 
administration should encourage fecuhy to switch fit>m teaching to research and vice 
versa; that good teaching is often assumed not rewarded and that excellence should be the 
yardstick by which all scholarly activity is measured. The same fecuhy fek that they 
should remain active in research, knowledge is acquired through research, synthesis, 
practice, and teaching, and their eiqiertise and research should extend into the greater 
community. They also were skeptical about the seriousness and integrity of the way 
peers reviewed their publications. A large majority (78%) o f these same respondents 
disagreed or strongly disagreed that a university committee should determine model 
criteria, and weighting schemes for LRT, that there should be one common standard for 
LRT at SUU, or that writing letters o f recommendation for students should be included 
when listing scholarly activities. Only a small minority (< 13%) opposed these 
statements.
Interestingly, fecuhy was more or less equally divided on several issues. Fifty-five 
percent disagreed or strongly disagreed that teaching effectiveness, not publications, 
should be the primary criterion for promotion at SUU, and that service as a conqronent o f 
LRT should be considered a serious form o f scholarship; 38% strongly agreed or agreed
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with these statements; only 7% were neutral on these issues. Forty-three percent o f 
respondents strongly agreed or agreed that current department criteria and format for 
LRT was acceptable and they were satisfied with the level o f scholarship required by 
then departments; however, an almost equal number (42%) disagreed or strongfy 
disagreed with these statements.
Familiarity with the Boyer model and Boyer's four scholarships (Research Question 1) 
was highest in the College of Education and the library, and least in the College of 
Business and Technology, with the other colleges rating mostly in-between. Also, the 
library and the College o f Education expressed knowledgeable to very knowledgeable 
opinions that their peers were familiar with this model (Research Question 2), while the 
College o f Business and Technology stated little to no knowledge that their peers were 
familiar with Boyer's model; the other colleges claimed to have knowledge, were neutral, 
or had little knowledge on this subject. Attitudes toward using Boyer's four scholarships, 
and whether the model is capable o f being rigorously assessed and fairly and equitably 
applied (Research Question 3, generally, were in the agree to strongly agree categories 
among respondents in all colleges. Although none of the colleges agreed that LRT 
awards are the most appropriate mechanisms for rewarding faculty, all e)q)ressed a desire 
for change in the present reward systems (Research Question 4) and none agreed that a 
campus-wide, one-size-fits-all policy is the right one, opting instead for those criteria to 
be developed at the department level (Research (Question S).
Proportions o f responses to the five Research Questions, do not differ among groups 
divided into years o f service, or among tenured and tenure track faculty.
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CHAPTERS
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Essential Aspects of the Study 
This study explored knowledge and understanding of the Boyer model for assessing 
scholarly effort, attitudes toward present mechanisms for assessment and a desire for 
change, and whether a common model for measuring faculty activities was acceptable, 
among faculty and administrators at Southern Utah University. The purpose was to 
gather information that might suggest possible alternatives to current methods of 
evaluating faculty scholarly productivity, such as broadening the present narrow 
definition o f scholarship. To do so required identifying areas o f concern by SUU faculty 
and administration in order to more specifically recommend change to the present LRT 
process at the university.
A questionnaire, with a Likert (ordinal) scale, was the instrument used to assess 
faculty knowledge and attitudes. Questions in different parts o f the questionnaire could 
be grouped to analyze responses to six stated research questions: 1) How familiar are 
SUU faculty with the Boyer model; do they understand Boyer’s four scholarships? 2) 
How much discussion and communication has occurred within and among departments, 
colleges, and the university at large, and how well acquainted with implementing the 
Boyer model were administrators o f these units in the eyes o f the faculty? 3) What is the 
attitude of faculty toward using Boyer’s four types of scholarship? Do they feel that the
91
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model is capable of being rigorously assessed, and is it fair and equitable as a canq)us- 
wide reward system? 4) How receptive are faculty to changing present leave, rank, and 
tenure policies, annual review criteria and other reward systems? S) Is faculty interested 
in a canq)us-wide, one-size fits-all, policy, or do they feel that policies should be 
developed at department levels? 6) How do knowledge levels and attitudes towards 
questions 1-5 above, differ among subpopulations (Le., colleges) within the university?
As a follow-up for the lower than e>q)ected response rate o f questionnaires, a 
representative from each of the five colleges and the library was interviewed in order to 
provide possible explanations. Each representative was asked a set o f questions (see 
Appendix HI). None o f the interviewees believed the questionnaire was too long, took 
too much time to conqilete, or that questions were difficult to read or understand. All 
stated that instructions for convicting the questionnaire were clear, that the questions 
were presented in an appropriate and sequential manner, and the rationale for the 
instrument was clearly explained. Two respondents thought the vocabulary was too 
specific to Boyer; four did not agree with this assessment. One respondent felt that there 
were items presented in a negative manner that may have been misread by respondents; 
however, the other five interviewees had no such feelings. One respondent agreed that 
there were biased questions and/or hints included as to i ^ t  type o f answer was 
preferred, one was undecided on this point, and four saw no bias or hints in the way the 
questions were asked. When asked if  it would have been beneficial to send a reminder to 
faculty, three said yes, two said no, and one was undecided. An important question was, 
“Why do you think so few faculty and administrators convicted and returned the 
instrument?” Among the answers were the following:
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•  Disenfranchised faculty
•  No buy-in presumably firom the faculty)
• Time o f year
•  Apathy
•  Low priority to fill out a questionnaire
•  Ambivalence.
•  Uninterested and dispassionate faculty
In response to a question asking what would have invroved the return rate o f this 
questionnaire, the following answers were given:
• “Nothing. You did all the right things.”
• Although not too long for this respondent, the perceived length by others might 
have been discouraging.
•  Perhaps the Deans or Department Chairs could give reminders.
•  Maybe a follow-up questionnaire -  but not sure that would help.
• “1 don’t know what else could have been done.”
If prospective respondents were dispassionate, uninterested, pathetic, 
disenfranchised, or ambivalent their attitudes were beyond the researcher’s ability to 
change. However, if the questionnaire bad been distributed at a different time than near 
the end of the semester, or before such an extensive reorganization process, with its clear 
divisiveness among faculty and administration, perhaps the faculty would have been 
more receptive to answering and returning the questionnaire.
The perceived length o f the questionnaire may have been judged by respondents as too 
time consuming. Rephrasing and perhaps condensing the questions in order for the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
94
questionnaire to appear shorter and less time consuming to conq)lete also may have 
increased the number of responses. Several questions were repetitious and redundant. 
Others were less clearly stated and perhaps more difficult for faculty to interpret One 
question, specifically, was poorfy worded and should have been either re-worded or 
eliminated from the questionnaire.
Although not indicated by the follow-up interviews, perluq» less generalized 
questions could have been asked in order to obtain specific answers for the study. 
Respondents tended to have higher rates o f responses at each end o f the Likert-scale and 
fewer neutral responses, when asked more specific questions with clear, either or 
answers. Another solution, for providing more specific questions would be to issue an 
additional questionnaire as a follow-up to the first one (Gall et aL, 1996). However, 
again, if faculty are ambivalent, too busy, or do not see a questionnaire as a priority, the 
researcher runs the risk of over-saturating the faculty with yet another query.
The suggestion of working through department chairs and deans (or even higher 
administration) is one that warrants comment. Return of questionnaires fix)m the 
department chairs, deans and higher administration was much lower than fix>m the 
faculty. It seems ineffective, in this particular case, to ask for support from those who 
have supported the study the least. However, recall (Chapter 3, p. 43) that the only 
people who could be identified from the demographic data were this very group of 
administrators. Clearly, their lack o f response may be tied to this possible flaw in the 
design of the questionnaire.
The idea o f no buy-in from the respondents is a very interesting scenario to pursue. 
Arreola (2000) strongly states that without buy in, faculty evaluation will fa il The
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question to be asked is why the faculty will not biy into an issue that greatfy affects 
them? One ofthe main reasons the researcher used the entire faculty as a sample was 
because the study dealt with an issue that concerned all o f them and one that would affect 
them at some point in their career at SUU. Ped^vs a successful strategy would be to 
meet with faculty on a more personal level This could be acconvlished by meeting with 
small groups of faculty for short periods o f time perluvs, during scheduled department 
meetings. These presentations by the researcher could be scheduled through the 
department chairs. The study and its implications could be to faculty, and the
need for their cooperation envhasized. If  the respondents had questions or concerns, 
they might be more willing to ask the researcher at this time.
Finally, the distribution of a reminder to return the questiormaire was a definite 
omission on the part of the researcher. Whether it would have made a  difference, 
remains unknown, but this strategy is always a strongly advocated suggestion with 
questionnaire research (Gall et a l, 1996).
Conclusions Based on the Result o f the Study 
Although the number o f returned questionnaires was low, they were representative o f 
certain levels o f organization, enabling an analysis of responses campus-wide and among 
colleges. A majority o f respondents claimed they were either very knowledgeable or 
knowledgeable o f the Boyer model, but were not very Imowledgeable o f whether or not 
their peers understood the model Obviously, if the sanvle is representative, the faculty 
at SUU has an interest in this model and considered Boyer’s four scholarships as 
acceptable standards to be used for evaluation o f their activities.
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Although respondents «pressed knowledge o f the Boyer model they also stated little 
or no knowledge, or were neutral on the issue o f vdiat their peers know, suggesting low 
levels o f communication between faculfy, and between faculty and administration.
Close mspection o f responses to the questions soliciting knowledge o f levels of 
communication (Part 1, questions 8-13 o f the questionnaire; see Table 2) showed an 
average median score o f 2 far responses among department faculty, and a 3 among 
colleges, university-wide, or concerning department chairs, deans, and higher 
administration. This was particularly true far the College o f Business and Technology, 
whose response to those questions designed to indicate communication differed 
significant^ from all other colleges. On the other hand, in the College of Education, 
where Boyer’s model is a by-word in the discipline; in the library, wherein resided the 
Faculty Development Office and the chair of the committee tasked with faculty 
evaluation using the model and in the College o f Perfarming and Visual Arts, where the 
Dean was personally instructed by a member ofthe library staff most knowledgeable of 
the model and two other faculty sat on committees that discussed this issue; all indicated 
very high levels o f communication. The level ofbiy-in from both parties must be 
heightened before the model can be adopted; otherwise the system will become 
ineffective, causing fruther dissatisfaction on the part o f both the faculty and 
administration (Arreola, 2000). One conclusion could be that because of the 
dissatisfaction caused by the previous prioritization and reorganization process, feelings 
of distrust and ill will may be preventing faculty from having any type of discussions 
with each other.
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The overall response by the faculty to Part 2 o f the questionnaire, identifying points o f 
agreement on issues related to LRT and other evaluations, and particularly favoring 
department decisions in regards to LRT criteria, was clearly positive. Faculty wants 
more iivut into decisions that directly affect them. Dissatisfaction with current LRT 
policies and a desire for change both indicated the faculty is anxious to adopt a new, 
more flexible model that can be rigorous evaluated and supported by both faculty and 
administration. Clearly, the faculty (and the one administrative response) did not want an 
evaluation system that is one-size-fits-alL However, if the fundamentals o f Boyer’s 
model - peer review, self-reflection, self-evaluation, flexibility, rigor, excellence -  are 
accepted by most faculty, as the results o f this study show, criteria specific to individual 
departments could possibly be incorporated under the umbrella of more fundamental or 
basic requirements at a higher level.
The most obvious differences of opinion occurred in responses to those questions in 
which median scores were bimodally distributed, canvus-wide and among colleges. The 
majority of these split responses concerned satisfaction or dissatisfaction with current 
policies and a need for change. One reason that the College of Business and Technology 
responded so differently to many questions may be that it already had an effective system 
in place and saw no need to pursue a new policy, whereas other colleges and the library 
are dissatisfied with the present system and are looking for a model that more directly 
meets their individual needs and requirements. Faculty roles and activities, as perceived 
by the administration, need to be reevaluated and changed, and exact requirements made 
more specific on expectations of scholarly activities by the faculty; these need to be 
broadened, made more flexible, as well as encouraged by the administration.
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A small number o f respondents, in areas not associated with the College o f Business 
and Technology, indicated they were satisfied with the current system and dki not want to 
change it. This could imply feelings of not wanting to be involved with additional 
reorganization, that changing the current policy would not have any affect on their status, 
an overall feeling o f convlacency by those respondents, a situation of “not rocking the 
boat,” or just not wanting to make the effort to change the current system. A number o f 
the faculty are approaching retirement, 35 of 175 or 20%; perhaps waiting until the 
majority o f those retire, before re-visiting this issue would be prudent, if there is time to 
do so. On the other hand, the lack of significant differences in frequencies o f positive 
responses (toward Boyer’s model and the need for and acceptance of change in 
evaluation policies) between faculty above and below 19 years of service, or between 
tenured and tenure track faculty, indicated that faculty may be receptive to revisiting 
these issues sooner than later.
Invlications for the Field o f Study 
This study was undertaken to provide information that might be beneficial to the 
process o f developing new evaluation criteria for faculty at Southern Utah University, 
with particular envhasis on adoption of the Boyer model As such, the study explored 
the used o f an instrument for acquiring data, a questionnaire; the analysis of ordinal data 
on a Likert-type scale from samples systematically gathered, in this case by sending 
questionnaires to all faculty and administration and testing whether the response was 
representative; the grouping o f particular questions to test specific research questions; 
and the relationships between response quality and quantity and years of service and 
status (tenured or non-tenured) o f respondents. This is the first study of its kind
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undertaken at Southern Utah University, and to n y  knowledge is perhaps the only one to 
specifically address questions about the evaluation process in the context ofthe Boyer 
model and its criteria. It is most similar to Clark (1999) who studied administration 
perception of faculty productivity in four year public institutions o f higher education in 
Northern New Jersey, with the aim o f understanding how productivity is defined by 
administrators, among academic and business convonents, and what strategfos are being 
used to increase faculty productivity. However, his aim centers on administrative views, 
not the views o f faculty. Finnegan (1999) studied faculty beliefa on fundamental 
dimensions o f scholarship, but was focused more narrowly on teaching versus publication 
as primary scholarly activities. The present study provided a specific example for a 
single, regional convrehensive university, undergoing a transition from almost 
exclusively a teaching and service institution, to one with a greater and perhaps broader 
view of scholarship.
Recommendations for Further Research 
Given the exploratory nature o f this study, and its enphasis on developing methods 
for gathering information to help guide future investigations o f this sort, the following 
recommendations are based on the strengths and weaknesses o f this thesis:
1. A follow-up questionnaire, with more specific questions would be distributed.
In order to obtain more information concerning the faculty’s willingness to adopt the 
Boyer model and utilize Boyer’s four scholarshvs for evaluation, the reasons for 
choosing this model need to be analyzed with more specific questions. For exanvlo, “A 
grant written, received, and reviewed by peers is considered under which o f Boyer’s 
scholarships?” Specific questions would measure not just familiarity but real knowledge
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of how to use the model Rather than using Likert-type questions, exclusively, the 
questionnaire will also ask more open-ended questions, like “What do you consider to be 
the pros and cons ofthe model?” Answers to questions o f this type will offer insight into 
how much re-education the faculty needs, if any.
2. A follow-up reminder after the questionnaire is distributed would be sent.
One o f the primary guidelines o f questionnaire research is to send out a follow-up for 
non-respondents. That was not done in this study. When the time limit specified in the 
cover letter has e^qiked, it is desirable to contact non-respondents with another cover 
letter and questionnaire or even a post-card to remind them to convlote the questionnaire 
(Gall et a l, 1996). In this study a follow-up reminder was made more difficult because 
of convenience sampling; the questionnaire was designed for the respondent to be 
anonymous, so follow-up letters or post-cards would have to be sent to all 185 persons 
involved. The ability to used numbers or some type of code to identify respondents may 
be more available in a follow-up questiormaire, and systematic, cluster or stratified 
samp ling might be employed on a smaller, but more focused group o f faculty.
3. The questionnaire would be clearer, shorter in appearance, easier to score, and 
distributed nearer to the beginning o f the school year, when faculty are “fresh” and their 
attitudes, and calendar’s are less cluttered with a year’s activities.
4. Try to present the questionnaire on a more personal level Meeting with the faculty 
during department meetings is one way in which to plead your case and also to 
emphasize the importance o f their cooperation in completing the questionnaire.
5. Seek the support of department chairs, deans, and higher-level administrators.
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Whh the support o f the administration, the importance o f the questionnaire becomes 
more pronounced. They can also remind respondents to convlete it and return it to the 
researcher. It needs to be envhasized to these administrators that their responses are 
extremely invortant and serve as a role model to members o f their respective 
departments and positions.
6. Try to achieve buy-in from higher-level administration. Schedule meetings to explain 
the purpose and objective of the study. The researcher needs to convince key players that 
in order for the policy to be effective and accepted by the faculty, it needs the 
understanding and acceptance of the administratioiL
The Boyer model is still just an experiment at many universities. Criteria based on the 
model are being proposed, developed and tested by institutions across the nation 
(Finnegan, 1999). Southern Utah University took a giant step in 2000, when the Faculty 
Development Office brought representatives to the canvus to introduce the faculty and 
administration to the Boyer model In order for this model to become part of the 
university’s LRT policy, mentoring and initiatives for change must be continuously 
recognized and fostered by faculty and administration. Administration must additionally 
support faculty as they seek change and flexibility o f their scholarly activities. By 
recognizing and supporting each another’s efforts and acconvUshments, a successful 
effective, and appropriate system o f evaluation can develop and thrive.
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SUUSOUTHERNUTAHUNIVERSITY
C o / / c ( *  o f  I d  u c o t t o n
351 Wést CcnMr St.
Cedmf Oly, UT M 720 
(435) 586-7800 or 586-7802 
f*x (435) 865-8046 
www.Mu.edu/td
April S. 2002
The Faculty 8nd Administration 
SouÂem Utah UnivosiQr 
351 W. Center Street 
Cedar City, UT 84720
Dear Colleagues:
As part of my doctoral dissertation in Educational Leadership (Higher Educatitm 
Administration) at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, I have developed a 
questionnaire in an attempt to gather information on the Boyer Model of Four 
Scholarships. The questionnaire is attached and I am Miring for your cooperation, 
support and assistance in providing important information for my stucty. If you choose 
not to complete the questionnaire, please return the blank questiormaire to me in the same 
manner as a completed one. The questiormaire has been developed with a Likert format 
for response along with a rubric that will provide more in-depth information for analysis 
to be used for possible future comparison studies and publication.
The questiormaire is completely anonymous and unmarked, widi only a few 
demographic details requested. I have enclosed a self-addressed label that I ask you to 
attach to the same envelope in wiiich you received the questiormaire. Directions for 
completing the questiormaire are provided. It is acceptable to leave any question you 
would rather not respond to unanswered. Your response to this questionnaire should take 
approximately 30 minutes.
When the results are analyzed and interpreted, a report of the fintlingu will be 
provided to all persons to i^om the questiormaire was provided and in the same manner 
as distribution, anonymously through campus mail. Therefore, even if you did not 
complete the questionnaire, all faculty and administrators to v^om the survey was sent 
will receive a copy of the results
I iwuld appreciate a response as soon as possible, with a deadline of April 19, 
2002.1 know I ask this favor at a busy time, but your help and response would be greatly 
appreciated. If you have any concerns or questions, please feel free to contact me at the 
phone numbers, email or address below.
Again, thank you for your time and support and I look forward to receiving your 
completed questionnaires.
schwaner_d@suu.edu 
586-7809 (office) 
865-5821 (home)
OM I03C
Sincerely,
let;
Delilah Schwaner 
Teacher Education Department
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BOYER MODEL QUESTIONNAIRE
Directions:
The intent o f this research study is to determine the readiness level o f Southern 
Utah University faculty and administratfon far use o f the Boyer Model in Leave, Rank 
and Tenure (LRT) decisions. While all responses to this survey will be treated as 
anonymous and data will be analyzed and reported only as group data, it is necessary to 
secure certain categorical information so as to conduct appropriate descriptive and 
statistical comparisons. With this in mind, you are requested to answer each hem as 
convletely and as frankly as possible. Boyer Model rubrics are provided to assist you 
in determining your response and ratings to the various hems.
Please circle only one box for each question and check those responses within the 
circled box that apply.
For example:
Q adtiou#
5=»lroa«iy atree 4=aaree 3=mentral 2»dlweree
1-stroagty
dfaaxree
«1:
SclfrcflcctiM
ihoald be
ciledaaM
im portait
eomtrOmtlo#
totbc
asseasamat
proccaaof
LRT.
__&müiarwith
model
__recognizes
importance of 
this strategy 
evaluatioo
__knowledge of
current
research
may be familiar 
with modd 
has been asked 
to use this 
method 
nmuldliketo 
incorporate this 
strategy into his 
portAlio
_doesnot 
understand 
statement 
does not wish to 
answer question 
has no opinion 
__other
_ h a s  not used this 
strategy beSxe 
_ h a s  used strategy 
but is not 
comfortable 
_ sees  no benefit 
whh including 
this component
does not want to 
take time to self 
reflect 
_doesnot 
undeniand 
concept or - 
appreciate 
significance o f  
concept 
_ h a s  tried this and 
sees no 
relevance
Demographic Information 
Boyer Model Questionnaire
College (please circle one): BTC EDUC HSS PVA SCI Other
Department (please indicate by name): _________________________________
Status (please circle one): Faculty = Tenured Tenure Track
Administration = Higher Administration 
Dean
Department Chair
Length of teaching and service at SUU, including this yean ____________
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Qaeition # S-very haowkdteahk 4-kaowkdgeahk 3-neutral 2-little knowledge I-no  knowkdtc
1. Boyer acluiowlcdgci foar mreme 
of Mbolanbip; dbcovcry, 
iatcgratioa, applkadoa aad 
tcachiag clfcctivcaeti. How 
familiar arc yoa with tbcac foar 
acboiarahlpi?
__lead the Boyer Model
__in &vor of adopting the
model
__looked into the model
more extensively
__heard ofthe model
__read enough to be
bmiliar with the 
categories
__does not wish to
comment
__not interested in
this model 
__other
__heard of Boyer but
not read sufficient 
information
__limited information and
exposure to model
__never read, heard of
or attended any 
workshops on Boyer
__no interest in
additional infirrmation 
prefers currem system
2. How familiar are yoa with the 
typca of aclivilica in each 
category aacd for cvalaatloa ia 
the Boyer Model?
__read the Boyer Model
__enough interest to
look into categories
__heard ofthe model
__bmiliar enough with
model to voice an 
opinion
__does not wish to
comment
__does not recognize
categories
other
__little information on
model
__not sufficient
information to comment
__no knowledge of
Boyer or model 
__prefins current system
3. To what eiteat ia yoar 
aaderitaadiag of the weighilag 
ayatem (Le., perccatagca amigaed 
to each Kholarahip) ased for 
cvalaatloa with the Boyer 
Model?
__knowledgeable of
model
__used weighting system
before
__accepts this methods for
^ evaluation
__aware of this strategy for
evaluation
__accepts this strategy as a
possible method of 
evaluation
__no opinion
__not ftmiliar with
system 
__other
__limited understanding
of system
__not interested in
strategy
__not heard of strategy
__prefers current system
4. What b  yoar level of 
aaderitaadiag of pedagogical 
procédures (Le., Coaatractivbm 
lacdve-karalagl, autheatk 
asseiimeat, peer revkw aad 
portfolios) assocbted with the 
Boyer Model?
__uses these methods in
leaching
__retains currency in
teaching strategies
__accepts new methods
and
implements ones that 
are relevant
__ aware of new strategies
__interested in learning more
information
_  no opinion
__not fiuniliar with
strategies 
_  other
__little information or
experience 
with strategks
__limited experknce with
strategies
__no exposure to
strategies
__does not care to
pursue new teaching 
strategies
S. If the Boyer Model were to he 
implemeated aalversity wide, 
what b  yoar level of 
nadcrataadiag la regard to 
decbkas for other faculty's 
LRT?
__competent to be
involved in process
__understands concepts at
a decision making level
__involved previously in
similar process
__sufficient knowledge to
make decisions
__sufficient knowledge to
make recommendations
__no opinion
__does not warn to
be part o f process 
__other
__not confident in
understanding of 
model to make 
decisions
__cannot accept
responsihility for these 
decisions
__need to develop fiirther
knowledge of model in 
order to become pari of 
and more active in 
process
6. Ia order to Impkmeat the 
Boyer Model, certaia staadarda 
(clear goab; adequate 
preparadoa; appropriate 
methods; slgalflcaal results; 
effective preparadoa; aad 
reflective critique) must he met. 
To what degree b  yoar 
uaderstaadiag of the a hove 
standards?
__fiuniliar with
Scholarshin Assessed
__ftvors standards use for
evaluation
__utilized these standards
previously
__adequate knowledge of
stanfouds used for Boyer 
Model
__enough understanding of
standards to implement 
them into process
__no opinion
__unftmiliar with
standards 
__other
__vague knowledge of
standards
__no experknce with
implensenting these 
standards
__not interested
__no previous exposure to
standards
__not fiuniliar with
Scholarshin Assessed
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7. How do yoo rote yoor overall 
aaderetaadiag of the Boyer Model 
ofScholarahlpT
__knowledgeable of model
__used model previously
__adequate exposure to
model
__interested in pursuing
model
__unAmiliar with
model
__no opinion
__other
__IHÜe exposure to modd
__limited interest in model
__no experience wi A model
__no exposure to model
8. What b  yoar aaeeaameat of the 
general level of anderatanding of 
the Boyer Model within yoar 
departmeat?
__meets frequently as a
fiKulty fbr discussions
__ftculty is considering or
has implemented model
__attendance at
presentations 
concerning model
__attends most meetings
concerning this issue 
__understands colleagues
__does not lake an
active
role in department 
issues
__no opinion
__other
__not interested in
department issues 
and/or decisions
__accepts decisions of
majority
__limited department
participation
__no department
participation
__limited or no interaction
with other 
Acuity
9. What b  yoar aaeessment ofthe 
geaeral level of anderatanding of 
the Boyer Motkl within yoar 
college?
__meets as a fiicully for
discussion and decision 
making
__college is considering
Boyer Model for 
adoption
__discusses issues as a
fiwulty
__rensains aware of Acuity
opinion
__does not take an
active
role in college 
issues
__no opinion
__other
__not involved in college
decisions
__accepts decisions of
others
__limited college
participation
__no participation in college
activities and/or 
discussions
__college matters are
handled at dean level
18. What b  yoar aaaeeament of the 
general level of naderatanfUng of 
the Boyer Model among the entire 
facnity at SUU?
__frequent discussions
with Acuity
__r%ular involvement with
committees and meetings 
discussing these issues
__involvement with Acuity
decisions
__regular attendance at
meetings involving 
pertinent issues
__not involved in
meetings 
or decisions
__no opinion
__other
__does not discuss issues
with other Acuity
__does not take an active
part in meetings or 
presentations on subject
__no participation in any
activity on subject
__has heard no information
to make an evaluation
II . What b  yoar aweaemeat of the 
level of aatkratanding of the Boyer 
Model among ikpnrtment chaire?
__discussed model with
depaitment chair
__depaitment chair has held
meetings on issue
__department chair has
shared opinion of model
__department is considering
implemenAtion of model
__no opinion
__does not know
__other
__holds few discussions
with
department chair on this 
issue
__limited discussion or
meetings within 
department
__no discussions with
department chair on issue 
no department meetings 
held
12. What b  yoar ameeemeat of the 
level of aaderetanding of the Boyer 
Motkl among the dean#?
__discussed model with
dean
_  dean has held meetings 
on
issue
__dean has shared opinion of
model
__dean has assigned
committees to discuss 
model
__no opinion
__does not know
__other
__limited contact with the
dean
__responsibility for
decbkms
rests with dean
__never discussed issued
with dean
__dean has never conveyed
opinion of model to 
Acuity
13. What b  yoar aiaemmeat of the 
level of aaderetanding of the Boyer 
Model among higher 
administration?
__has been on committees
with administration 
concerning issue
__has hdd discussions with
administrators 
concerning 
the model
__administration has shared
opinion of model
__has been involved in
discussions concerning 
model
__no opinion
__does not know
__other
__limited contact with
administration
__no dialogue has taken
place
__no contact wiA
administration
Other eommemts:
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the following statements using the scale provided.
Q u e s tio n  # So’s t ro n e iy  mgree d - a g r e c 3 » n e u tr a l 2= d l9m grte 1 - s tro n g ly  d is a g re e
1. ImdlvldamI 
dcpsrtnieals should 
dctenaioc their owu 
criteria for LRT.
__department should make
decisions of this type
__strong opinion toward
fiKulty
governance
__LRT criteria should fit
discipline
__Avors Acuity governance
__Avors department
decisions
__LRT should be
individualized to Ascipline
__no opinion
__does not care
__not involved wiA LRT
process 
__other
__Avors a consistent criter A
across campus 
__accepts current system
__should not be
department decisAn
__system should
not be changed
2. ladivldnal 
departments should 
determine their own 
weighting stale for the 
eomponenti of LRT.
__department will be able to
make informed decisions
__decisions will be based on
fiuulty consensus
_  Ais is a departmental 
decision
__department Acuity Mould
be able to decide their own 
weights
__no opinion
__may not understand
q^stem
__not interested m LRT
uAer
_  Avors a campus wide system
__does not 1 Ae weighting
system
__does not want change
__should be an
administrative or policy 
decision
3. Final determination 
of type of model, 
criteria and weight to 
be used for LRT at 
SUU should be made 
by a designated 
university committee 
aad not by ladivldnal 
departments or 
colleges.
__does not want to change
current system
__does not Avor fiwulty
governance
__does not lAe to make
decisions affecting others
__Avors consistency
__Ais should be an
administrative decision
__could lead to Asagreement
and delay if 
departmentalized
__no opinion
__does not care
__not affected by LRT
policy or change 
__other
__Avors Acuity governance
__Avors deparbnental decisions
and policies
__does not want additional
administrative decision 
makmg
__decisions should be
determined by Acuity 
involved
__departments will have
individual criteria
__not an admiAstrative
decision 
__LRT is a Acuity matter
4. If Me
responsibilities aad 
requirements o f LRT 
are fixed, with little If 
any flexibility, then 
more pressure, stress 
and bnm-ont may 
more Hhcly occur 
among the faenlty.
__have experienced such
characteristics with present 
system
__agrees wi A more
fiexibility 
in LRT criteria
__understands the need for
flexibility m the climate of 
higher education
__interested A change of
current criteria
__no opinion
__does not care
__flexibility will not affoct
current status 
__oAer
__not interested A change at
this lime
__flexibility is not a concern a
present
__agrees wiA current policy
__not in Avor of new
policy
_  sees no problems with 
current policy
__see no reason to
consider change of 
policy
S. Peer evalnatloa, 
self-reflectloB, and 
self-cvalnatlon arc 
Important components 
of LRT.
__has experience wiA these
criteria
__recognizes need for this
type of evaluation
__recognizes the
enhancement value of 
these additions 
agrees wiA Boyer
__recognizes Ae importance
of these criteria
__Amiliar with these criteria
__would l&e to add Aese
criteria to LRT policy
__no opinion
__has no knowledge of these
criteria 
__oAer
__no relevance to current status
__no benefit for Adusion
__Û not Amiliar wiA criterA
__content wiA current
criterA
__does not recognize the
importance of includAg 
these criteria 
does not accept Boyer 
Model
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6. la  order to pa rame m 
more baiaaced 
deflaltloa of 
«ebol# rebip, 
•duiniftratioa ihoald 
eaeoarage facalty to 
ihin empkasia flrom 
teachlag to reacarch or 
from reiearcb to 
teachloK oa occasioa.
__recognizes the importance
of encouiagement in both 
areas
__recognizes the importance
of the administration’s part 
A Ais direction 
__accepts the Boyer Model
__accepts responsibility and
importance of bo A areas
__is Amiliar wiA Boyer
Model
__no opinion
__oAer
__recognizes no significance of
changing emphasis
__does not accept Boyer Model
__does not want admAistration
involved in policy
__Avors one area more than
oAer
__does not warn to change
currem system
__fhels more strongly
about one area than the 
other
7. If aervlee aetfritlea 
are to be eoatidered as 
acbolanhlp, they moat 
be directly tied to 
oae 'i apeclal field of 
Imoalcdge aad/or 
profeaaioaal activity.
__is already involved in
service related to Ascipline
__recognizes merit of
imegrat Ag service and 
professional activities
__accepts Boyer Model
__accepts service asafbrm
of sdiolarsMp
__accepts the integration of
service and profession 
is Amiliar wiA Boyer 
Model
__has implemented service
into professional activities 
previously
__no opinion
__does not have knowledge
of service Ategrat An 
__oAcr
__does not implement service
into professional activities
__does not accept service as
scholarship
__does not accept significance
ofintegratAn
does not accept Boyer 
Model
__considers service as a
separate entity o f LRT
CD 8. It la well past tlaw to __is extremely dissatisfied __Boyer Model is more __no opinion __accepts currem policy __current system works
■D change the way In with current LRT fitting to present climate of __sees no reason to change __does not warn to change for individual
O which scholarly efforts evaluation system SUU _ o A e r __sees no problems with current __see no relevance for
C at SUU arc cvalnatcd. __GurreA evaluation system __recognizes problems wiA system implementing change in
& is too subjective current system __not knowledgeabk of any current policyO
3 __accepta Boyer Model __now is a good time to oAer system __rejects any mher system
■D
O
change for evaluation
3 " 9. Many facalty feel __Imowledgeabk of current __agrees a change is needed __noopAAn __feels current system works __no change is necessary
<—H that changes la the campus attitudes __concurs with Ae __does not want change __does not acce^ change in __current system is
CD
Q . évaluation procedures __agrees wiA others that a dissatisfitetion of oAers __oAer policy effective
$ are important, as well change is due __current system does not __does not agree wiA many __accepts admAistrative
1—H as overdue, aad that __would lAe to toy Boyer work Acuity decision-makAg
O administratively it is Model or another model __administration needs to responsibility
unwise to ignore the __Assatisfied wiA current acknowledge the attitude
T 3 fact that signlflcaat polfcy of many Acuity
g number of facalty are3 dissatisfied with the
(/) current system.
o 1 0 .  Teaching ___accepts only one of __prefers teaching to __noopAAn __accepts Boyer Model __Avors Ae Boyer Model
effectiveness, not Boyer’s scholarship research and service _ o A e r __recognizes one supports the __recognizes the
publications, should be __does not accept __does not accept change in other importance of
the primary criterion Scholarship o f Discovery policy __sees Ae need of research to publication in teachAg
for promotion at SUU. as an importam criterA __does not recognize one enhance effective teachAg __Avors vertical
suiwortsthe Aher prioritization of
§
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■ D
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3 11. Faculty taicnl __lecognizcs mtrinsic as well __would lAe to see pro­ __no opinion __sees Ais as unnecessary __feels Acuity should be
3 Mould bc pratacd. as extrinsic rewards are active direction m Ais area __oAer __fiteulty are provided enough self-motivated
W cacoaragcd aud impottant for Acuity __recognizes Ais as an incentives __administration is doing
o '
3 puMIclicd, mot productively important concept of __does not accept Boym's all they can A  should
O rcftrfcted. __sees a definite need for Boyer Model concept o f this criteria
administration to enhance
this area
O 12. Faculty, nationally. __agrees wiA cuneni __feels this is true but would __no opinton __has been rewarded for good __does not accept Ais
o feel good teaching b research lAe to see change __does not care teaching attitude
3 aaanmcd, not __has experience wiA this __does not foresee Ais __Aher __disagrees wiA research __most Acuity are
3 .
CÛ rewarded. conce^ concept changing rewarded
3 __generally accepts Ais in some way fw good
i
attitude teachAg
8 13. Eaccllcncc __agrees wiA Boyer Model __no Aher option should be __no opinion __does not accept standard __accepts mediocrity
(quality) should be the __recognizes that bar should employed __other __participates minimally in __scholarly activitks
- n yardstick by whkh all always be held highest __everyone is capabk of this scholarly activities should nA he measured
3 - scholarly activity b __excellence should be the stanAud by any yardstick
3 " measured. standard for all fiicully
14. Faculty, __accepts Boyer Model __agrees wiA most of this __no opinion __does not accept Ais concept __does not feel Ais
CD throughout their __recognizes importance of concept __may nA have done this __feels there are oAer ways to integral An is important
O career, should Ais concept __understands relevance of __oAcr achieve currency __good teaching happens
Q . estaUbh their __recognizes Ae remaining current in field __does not accept Ae rekvancy without this
C
O credendata as responsibility __recognizes how all lAer- of this integration __research should be an
=r. researchers, stay In of beings professAnal relate to one anAher add-on, nA a part
3 touch with __attinide has always been a
■O developmcnb la their part o f their professional
O fields, remain life
professionally alive.
launch Into new
Q . research projects, and
pablbh the reauHs of
their efTorb on a
O
C
regubr basb.
i 16. Any decision to __lAe the current system __polky should be __no opinion __current system works __accepts no change at
3 pursue a narrow __the current policy does not broadened, not narrowed __nA enough information to __Acuity should nA be given this time
w ' definition of allow for enough __allowing for more pose an opinion too many choices __flexibility causes
w scholarship should be flexibility or flexibility will be helpful __other __scholarly productivity is vagueness
§ abandoned In order to personalization to many Acuity broad enough __a short, concise list is
broaden the concept of __not enough Acuity input __many instiAtions of higher sufficient
scholarly productivity. __agrees wiA Boyer Model education are adapting this 
direAion '
__appomted committees
should decide these 
definitions, not Acuity
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17. Tb* vkw that 
kaowlcdgc la acqaircd 
through rcfcarch, 
•ynthctis, practkc, aad 
tcacbiag b  widely 
accepted.
__understands and accepts
Boyer Model
__accepts mnd apprecbtes
relevance of integration
__recognizes need to change
system
__shares Ae attiAde that
without this direction, a 
person’s effectiveness may 
be dimmished 
__accepts the Boyer Model
__no opmion
__oAer
__does not recognize the
significance of this 
integration/progression
__b  only interested in teachAg
not Amiliar wiA Boyer 
Model
__b  n A current with Ais
philosophy
does not accept Boy A
Model
__does not accept the
importance of this 
praAlce
18. Faculty fhoald be 
cacoaragcd aad 
f apportcd to citcad 
their scholarly ability 
mad profeaslomal 
knowledge Into the 
greater commnalty.
__Avors Ae scholarship of
application
__recognizes Ae bigger
picture o f academe 
_  acknowledges the 
importance ofbemg part 
ofthe greater community
undersWmds Ae Boyer 
Model
__sees Ais as a way in which
the administration can be 
more supportive
__recognizes Ae importance
of spreading knowledge to 
a more Ar reaching 
audience
__no opinwn
__oAer
__does not understand the
importance of extending the 
academk community
__does not view this as part of
their responsihility
__sees no relevance in Ais
directkn
does not understand Boyer 
Model
__does not accept Ae
Boy* Model concept
__does not have time to
go beyond the 
university community
__does not accept the
importance of includAg 
a larger audience
19. Facalty tead to be 
skeptkal about the 
serioHsness and 
lategrityofthe way In 
whkh pnMkatlons are 
peer-rcvkwcd.
__has experience in A b area
__knows o f Acuity who have
experienced Ais 
happening
__recognizes improvement
and reform in Ais area is 
necessary
agrees Ais is a problem
__acknowledges this may be
a concem for some Acuity
__accepts the Boyer Model
as a way to improve the 
attiAde of some Acuity
__no opinion
__no experknce wiA Ais
concept 
__oAcr
__has no experience with Ais
concept 
_  accepts the value of peer- 
review
__peer review will help
allevAte these attitudes 
_  attiAde is only present 
with some Acuity who 
may have experienced 
Ailure of acceptance
28. There should be 
one common standard 
need for LRT at SUU.
__accepts current policy
__welcomes consistency
__does not want change
__does not accept Ae Boyer
Model
__current policy works for
the individual
__likes decisions to be made
__does not accepts Acuity
governance
__does not welcome
flexibility
__no opinion
__oAer
__welcomes change
_ d o e s  not accept current 
system
__enjoys choice and flexibility
__understands Boyer Model
__system would be too
difficult to abide by
__wants to change current
Vstem
__lAes fiexibility and
personalization 
accents Bover Model
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the following statements using the scale provided;
Question # 5=strongly agree 4=figree 3=iieutral 2=ilk#gree l"strongly dkmgree
1. S«lf-rcflectioD aad 
cvaluaiioB thoald bc 
cited as important 
coatribatioas to the 
assessmeat process of 
LRT.
__fiuniliar wiA Boyer Model
__knowledgeable o f current
research
__recognizes importance of
this strategy and evaluation
__may be Amiliar wiA Boyw
Model
__has been asked to use these
criterA before
__would lAe to use these
criteria
__would like to incorporate
this into his/her portfolio
__does not understand
concepts
__does not wish to
respond to 
statement
__has no opAion
__oAer
__has not used these criterA
before
__has used criterA but is not
comfortable
__sees no benefit wiA
including these criterA
__does not want to take time
to self reflect
__does not understand
concept or apprecAte 
significance of concept
__has tried tMs and sees no
relevance
3. Your department's 
current criteria and 
format for LRT Is 
acceptable to yon.
__may be tenured
__may not like change
__portfolio fits current
criteria
__knows current formal and
does not care to learn or 
use new one
__does not prefer to make a
change at this time
__portfolio fits current
criteria
__may be tenured
__does not see adAtional
benefit for consideration of 
new criteria
__does not warn to
make a decision
__docs not have a
preference 
__oAer
__would lAe to change
criterA
__A not satisfied with current
criterA
__criterA does nA apply or
fit portfolio
__current critcrA does not
meet you needs
__would lAe to consider
oAcr criteria 
__ready for a change
3. You are satisfied with 
the level of scholarship 
appropriate to your 
Individual department 
for LRT and merit raise 
considerations.
__may be tenured
__level agrees wiA personal
portfolio
__level measures true
reflection of department's 
requirements
__mostly satisfied wiA level
but would consider change
__level is approprAte for
personal philosophy
__not interested m changmg
criteria at this time
__has no opAAn
__does not care to
voice an opinion 
__oAcr
__would like to make a
change
__current level does not fit
personal portfolio 
__has anoAer format in mind
__does not accept the current
level of department 
scholarship
__current level does not
reflect portfolio 
level isunaccentable
4. Peer-review should be 
considered as a high 
priority for LRT, merit 
raise, and post-tennrc 
review.
__knowledgeable o f Boyer
Model
__considers additional input
worAwhile
__recognizes Ae value of
peer review
__would lAe additional input
in the decision making
__recognizes merit of peer
review
__has no opAion
__does not want to
voice an opinion 
__oAer
__docs not want other Actors
to determAc decision 
__does not accept peer review
__docs not understand Boyer
Model
__has had poor experknce
with peer review
__does not understand peer
review
S. A weight of twenty- 
five per cent should be 
the minimum weight 
given to any component 
of LRT, eampns-wlde.
understands weighting 
system
__accepts weighting system
__has previous experience
with weighting system
__is comforAble in ability to
achieve designated 
amounts in each category
__A seekmg a more equitable
system
__does not have an
opinion
__may not understand
the system 
__oAer
__does not lAe Ae Boyer
Model
__wants to retain current
system
__is not secure about
weight Ag system
__considers weight o f
category inapproprkte
__does not want to change
current system
6. Having a common, 
campus-wide LRT 
policy would be the best 
dircetioa for SUU to 
take at this time.
__recognizes continuity may
be helpful
__preference for existing
system
__willmgness to accept
decisions o f others 
_  sees benefit o f same 
criterA for all Acuity
__has no opAion
__does not care to
state an opAion 
_ o A e r
__wants individualized input
into decisions 
_  wants evaluation tailored to 
disciplAe or department
__sees a definite need for
change
__wants to sec more fiicully
governance
__sees Ais type o f system as
loo restrictive
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Question # S’^ stroncly agree 4=hgree 3=neutral 2=tll9mgree l"stronKly disagree
7. The jMliflcation for 
rccvalaatioa of facalty 
role# aad reward: by the 
aalveraity that have 
been dleeaeeed over the 
lait five yean  make It 
aoDropriate.
__attended all meetings and
workshops on Ae change
__agree whh prioritiat An
__recognizes need for
réévaluation in some form
__accepts Boyer Model as a
solution
__realizes a change is needed
__undersumds the reason fbr
change
__no opinion
__does not care to
voice an opinion 
__oAer
__no need fbr change at this
time
__justification is nA strong
enough for reevaluatAn
__does not agree wiA
discussion that have taken 
place
__does not accept A  agree
with reevaluatAn
__accepts currem system
wiA
no change
8. LRT awards arc the 
most appropriate 
meehaabims for 
rewarding facnity.
__mtisfied whh current
system
__is n A aware of Aher
mechanisms or policies 
nA fiunhiar whh Boyer 
Model
__accepts LRT as best
meAod
__nA interested m changmg
to another model
__has not considered Boyer
Model
__no opinion
__does not care to
voice an opinfon 
__oA «
__has considered Aher
mechanisms
__has considered Boyer
Model
__nA satisfied wiA current
system
_  accepts Boyer Model
__acknowledges other
mechanisms fbr Acuity 
rewards
9. A fair assessment of 
scholarly activities 
wonid Involve the 
inclnsion of Boyer 
Model criteria: clear 
goals, adeqnate 
preparation, 
appropriate methods, 
s^nlficaat resnlts, 
effective presentation 
and reflective critiane.
__accepts Boyer Model
__understands Boyer Model
__strives for Airness in
assessment
__recognizes Ae bcneficAl
value of these crherA
__Amiliar with Boyer Model
__recognizes need for change
in current system
__recognizes Ae importance
of these crherA
__no opinion
__does not care to
voice an opinfon 
__Aher
__accepts current system
__nA fiuniliar whh Boyer
Model
__nA considered Aher forms
of assessment or criterA fbr 
assessmcA
__does not accept Boyer
Model
__does not want to consider
usAg new crherA for 
assessment
__currem system is
acceptable
18. Writing lettcn  of 
recommendation for 
stndents shonM be 
Inclndcd when listing 
Mholariy activities.
__accepts Ais as part of
scholarly activities
__considers this an important
part of LRT
__would consider Ais a
scholarly activity
__lists Ais aAivity as
scholarly activity fbr 
annual review
__no opinion
__does not care to
voice an opAion
__has nA given much
thought to Ais Aea 
oAer
__considers this more of a job
responsibility
__has never thought o f Ais as
scholarly
__would never include Ais
as schAarty activity fbr 
LRT
__accepts this as part of
Acuity responsibility
Other comments:
K)
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SÜUSOUTHERNUTAHUNIVERSITY
(435)586-7913 
Psychology Department
To: Delilah Schwaner
From: Lynn White, Chair of the SUUIRB
Date: ^ l i l  4,2002
RE: IRB consideration of the study; Proposal for Questionnaire
Note: All references are to the ‘Tolicies and Procedures for an Institutional review Board 
for Research on Human Subjects”, dated December 15,1994.
I have reviewed your proposal and have decided that it falls under the category of 
'Exempted Research’ (see Section 1I.E.I .b), which means that it can be reviewed and 
approved by the Chair of the IRB under the rules for 'Expedited Review Procedures’ (see 
Section II.C.4).
I am pleased to inform you that your proposal has been accepted.
(To be iiUed ID by the IRB)
Conditional Approval (pending change(s) requested above) Date
Full Approval Date
If data collection is not completed by V* V~ ^ 3  the researchers must seek IRB 
approval for a continuation. (See Section n.C.3)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX in
FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW TO DETERMINE REASONS FOR LOW RETURNS ON 
QUESTIONNAKE
115
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
116
FoUow-i^ Interview to Determine Reasons fi>r Low Returns on Questionnaire
College;
Date:
Question Yes No Comment
1. Was the quesdonnaire too long or did it 
take too mudi time to complete?
2. Was the vocabulary too specific to Boyer 
fix’ a clear understanding?
3. Were the questions difBcult to read or 
understand?
4. Were the instructions clear fix completmg 
die questionnaire?
S. Were the questions presented in an 
appropriate sequential manner?
6. Was the rationale fix the instrument clearly 
explained?
7. Were there items presented in a negative 
manner vdiidi nuy have been misread by 
die respondent?
8. Were there biased questions and/or hints 
inclu(fed as to what type of answer was 
preferred?
9. Would it have been beneficial to my rate of 
return if a reminder had been sent to the 
respondents?
10. In regards to the limited response of this 
questionnaire, why do you think so few 
fiiculty and administrators completed and 
returned the instrument?
11. In your opinion, what would have 
improved the return rate of this 
questionnaire?
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APPENDIX IV
MANN-WHITNEY U COMPARISONS AMONG COLLEGES FOR RESEARCH
QUESTION 1
Appendix IV. Test (z) scores (first value) and two-tailed probabilities (p, second value) 
fi)r pair wise Mann-Whitney U conçarisons o f median scores fi>r questions 1-7, Part 1 o f 
the questionnaire, among colleges, concerning knowledge o f the Boyer model and its 
criteria. Values o f p < .05 are significant under the null l^pothesis that the average 
median scores between colleges are similar; ns = not significant. N (number of median 
scores conqiared) = 7. BT = College o f Business and Technology, ED = College of 
Education, HS = College of Humanities and Social Sciences, LB = library, PV = College 
of Performing and Visual Arts, SC = College of Science.
BT ED HS LB PV SC
BT -
ED 3.1, .002 -
HS 1.3, .18 ns 2.2, .029 -
LB 3.1, .002 .40, .70 ns 2.4, .019 -
PV 3.1, .002 2.2, .029 1.0, .29 ns 2.4, .019 -
SC 3.1, .002 2.2, .029 1.0, .31 ns 2.4, .019 .51, .61 ns
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APPENDIX V
MANN-WHITNEY U COMPARISONS AMONG COLLEGES FOR RESEARCH
QUESTION 2
Appendix V. Test (z) scores (first value) and two-tailed probabilities (p, second value) 
for pair wise Mann-Whitney U comparisons o f median scores for questions 8-13, Part 1 
of the questionnaire, among colleges, concerning knowledge of the Boyer model and its 
criteria. Values o f p < .05 are significant under the null hypothesis that the average 
median scores between colleges are similar; ns = not significant. N (number o f median 
scores conq>ared) = 6. BT = College o f Business and Technology, ED = College of 
Education, HS = College o f Humanities and Social Sciences, LB = library, PV = College 
of Performing and Visual Arts, SC = College of Science.
PV SCBT ED HS LB
BT -
ED 2.9, .004 -
HS 1.4, .15 ns 1.9, .049 -
LB 2.9, .004 .96, .34 ns 2.2, .029 -
PV 1.9, .06 ns 1.3, .20 ns .48, .63 ns 1.9, .049
SC 2.4, .020 1.3, .20 ns .96, .34 ns 1.7, 09 ns
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APPENDIX VI
MANN-WHITNEY U COMPARISONS AMONG COLLEGES FOR RESEARCH
QUESnON3
Appendix V. Test (z) scores (first value) and two-tailed probabilities (p, second value) 
for pair wise Mann-Whitney U conq)arisons o f median scores for questions S, 7,10-11, 
13-15 and 17-19 in Part 2 and questions 1,4-5,9 and 10 in Part 3 o f the questionnaire, 
among colleges, concerning attitudes among foculty on current and future LRT policies. 
Values of p < .05 are significant under the null hypothesis that the average median scores 
between colleges are similar; ns = not significant. N (number o f median scores 
conqxued) = 6. BT = College o f Business and Technology, ED = College o f Education, 
HS = College of Humanities and Social Sciences, LB = library, PV = College of 
Performing and Visual Arts, SC = College o f Science.
SCBT ED HS LB PV
BT -
ED 1.6, .11 ns -
HS 1.3, .18 ns .18, .85 ns -
LB .89, .37 ns .60, .54 ns .35, .72 ns -
PV .86, .49 ns .89, .37 ns .62, .53 ns .20, .83 ns -
SC .47, .45 ns .87, .38 ns .56, .58 ns .18, .85 ns 0 .0 ,1.0 ns
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Appendix VII. Raw response data from individuals (R) for questions (Q) in Parts 1-3 of the questionnaire arranged ly  college: BT = 
College of Business and Technology; ED = College of Education; HS = College of Humanities and Social Sciences; LB -  library; PV 
= College of Performing and Visual Arts; SC = College of Science. AD = Higher administration. YRS = years of sendee; STATUS = 
tenured (T) or non-tenured or tenure track (N), listed (where a response was received) for Part 1, only.
Part 1 YRS STATUS Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 QIO Q ll Q12 Q13
R1 7 N 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
R2 32 T 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
R3 1.5 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
R4 4 T 5 5 4 3 5 5 5 2 2 2 3 3 3
R5 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 3 3 3 3 3
R6 5 T 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 4 4 4
R7 11 T 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 2 2 3 2 1 1
R1 12 T 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3
R2 9 T 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 3 4 4 4 4
R3 9 T 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 2 4 3 3
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TABLE 1
Numbers of questionnaires distributed, and observed numbers (and percentages) and expected numbers of returned questionnaires.
Colleges and Distributed 
Departments questionnaires
Returned
questionnaires
Percentages of returned 
questionnaires
Expected numbers of 
returned questionnaires *
College of Business 
& Technology 35 7 20% 9.8
Business 20 5 25% 5.6
Education & Computer 
Information Systems 5 1 20% 1.4
Technology & Criminal 
Justice 10 1 10% 2.8
College of Education 20 14 70% 5.6
Teacher Education 14 13 93% 3.9
Physical Education 6 1 17% 1.7
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College of Humanities &
Social Sciences 54 11 20% 15.2
Communication 11 3 27% 3.1
Language & Literature 24 5 21% 6.7
Psychology 6 1 17% 1.7
Social Sciences 13 2 15% 3.7
Library 10 4 40% 2.8
College of Performing &
Visual Arts 20 4 20% 5.6
Art 4 1 25% 1.1
Music 8 1 13% 2.2
Theater & Dance 8 2 25% 2.2
College of Science 43 11 23% 12.1
Biology 12 5 42% 3.4
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Family & Consumer
Science 7 1 14% 2.0
Mathematics &
Conq)uter Science 10 1 10% 2.8
Physical Science &
Engineering 14 4 29% 3.9
Administration 3 î 33% 0.8
Totals 185 52 28%
o * Based on 52 (28%) returned questionnaires.
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TABLE 2
Response frequencies and percentages for questions designed to measure the level of knowledge of the Boyer model (Part 1 of the 
questionnaire) for Acuity and administration at Southern Utah University. N = number of responses.
Rating Very Knowledgeable Knowledgeable Neutral Little Knowledge No Knowledge
Question 1 : Familiarity with Boyer’s four areas of scholarship
N 14 21 0 10 6
Percentage 27.0% 40.4% 0.0% 19.2% 11.5%
Question 2: Familiarity with activities in each of Boyer’s four areas of scholarship
N 17 18 1 10 6
Percentage 32.7% 34.6% 2.0% 19.2% 11.5%
Question 3: Familiarity with the weighting system used for evaluation with the Boyer model 
N 5 24 5 9 9
■o Percentage 10.0% 42.2% 10.0% 17.3% 17.3%
Question 4: Understanding of pedagogical procedures of the Boyer model
N 14 21 3 7 7
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Percentage 26.9% 40.4% 6.0% 13.5% 13.5%
Question 5: Understanding of the Boyer model sufficient to assess the work of colleagues 
N 8 21 4 12 7
Percentage 15.4% 40.4% 8.0% 23.1% 13.5%
Question 6: Knowledge of the six standards of the Boyer model
N 12 18 5 12 5
Percentage 23.1% 34.6% 10.0% 23.1% 10.0%
Question 7: Overall understanding of the Boyer model
N 10 22 3 10 7
Percentage 19.2% 42.3% 6.0% 19.2% 13.5%
Question 8: Opinion on understanding of Boyer model by department Acuity
N 8 9 11 14 10
Percentage 15.4% 17.3% 21.2% 26.9% 19.2%
Question 9: Opinion on understanding of Boyer model by college faculty
N 5 11 16 15 5
Percentage 10.0% 21.2% 30.8% 28.9% 10.0%
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Question 10: Opinion on understanding of Boyer model by university faculty
N 2 8 22 10 10
Percentage 4.0% 15.4% 42.3% 19.2% 19.2%
Question 11 : Opinion on understanding of Boyer model by department chairs
N 1 12 20 8 10
I Percentage 2.0% 23.1% 38.5% 17.3% 19.2%
CD
^  Question 12: Opinion on understanding of Boyer model by deans
;  N 4 14 16 6 12
CD
a
I  Percentage 8.0% 26.9% 30.8% 11.5% 23.1%
I
° Question 13 : Opinion on understanding of Boyer model by higher administration
0
1  N 2 12 21 7 10
I
t  Percentage 4.0% 23.1% 40.4% 13.5% 19.2%
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TABLE 3
Response frequencies and percenU^es for questions designed to measure attitudes toward leave, rank and tenure (LRT) is sues and 
changes to LRT policies (Part 2 of the questionnaire) for friculty and administration at Southern Utah University. N = number of 
responses.
Rating Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
Question 1 : Individual departments should determine their own criteria for LRT.
N 29 13 1 5 3
Percentage 56.9% 25.5% 2.0% 10.0% 6.0%
Question 2: Individual departments should determine their own weighting scale for conqxments of LRT.
N 23 19 2 7 0
Percentage 45.1% 37.3% 4.0% 13.7% 0.0%
Question 3: Type of model, criteria and weight are to be determined by a university committee, not departments or colleges. 
N 1 7 3 21 19
Percentage 2.0% 13.7% 6.0% 41.2% 37.3%
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Question 4: More pressure, stress and bumout will occur with fixed responsibilities and requirements for LRT.
N 14 23 8 4 2
Percentage 27.5% 45.1% 15.7% 8.0% 4.0%
Question 5: Peer evaluation, self-reflection and evaluation are important conqwnents of LRT.
iI N 21 25 2 1 2
CD
?  Percentage 41.2% 49.0% 4.0% 2.0% 4.0%
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Question 6: Administration should encourage faculty to switch fi'om teaching to research and vice-versa, occasionally.
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Percentage 35.3% 43.1% 6.0% 10.0% 6.0%
Question 7: Service, as a component of LRT, must be tied to one’s special field of knowledge or professional activity. 
N 22 18 3 5 3
Percentage 43.1% 35.3% 6.0% 10.0% 6.0%
Question 8: How scholarly eflbrts of Acuity are evaluated needs to be changed.
N 12 24 12 2 1
Percentage 23.5% 47.1% 23.5% 4.0% 2.0%
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8 Question 9: Faculty is dissatisfied with the current system of LRT evaluation and administration should realize this.O3
^  N 19 21 7 4 0
3"
CD
0 Percentage 37.3% 41.2% 13.7% 8.0% 0.0%
<
E'3  Question 10: Teaching effectiveness, not publications, should be the primary criterion for promotion at SUU.
1
8 N 3 17 4 18 9
I  Percentage 6.0% 33.3% 8.0% 35.3% 17.7%
Question 11 : Faculty talent should be praised, encouraged and publicized, not restricted.
N 36 10 5 0 0
-G Percentage 70.6% 19.6% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0%
0 
3"
S Question 12: Faculty, nationally, feel good teaching is assumed, not rewarded.
Q .
1  N 11 24 7 5 4
0
1  Percentage 21.6% 47.1% 13.7% 10.0% 8.0%
I
8 Question 13: Excellence should be the yardstick by which all scholarly activity is measured.O
3
N 36 8 4 3 0
Percentage 70.6% 15.7% 8.0% 6.0% 0.0%
CD
CD■D
OQ.C
ao
w
00
C D
■ D
OQ.
C
gQ.
■D
CD
C/)
C/)
8
CD
3.
3"
CD
CD■D
OQ.
C
a
o3
"O
o
■D
CD
C/)
C/)
Question 14: Faculty should remain active in research and current in their fields throughout their careers.
N 23 15 1 9 3
Percentage 45.1% 29.4% 2.0% 17.7% 6.0%
Question 15: Service as a con^wnent of LRT should not be considered as a serious form of scholarship.
N 10 9 3 17 12
Percentage 19.6% 17.7% 6.0% 33.3% 23.5%
Question 16: A narrow definition of scholarship should be abandoned in &vor of broadening the concept of scholarly effort. 
N 14 30 2 2 3
Percentage 27.5% 58.8% 4.0% 4.0% 6.0%
Question 17: That knowledge is a^x^uired through research, synthesis, practice and teaching is a widely accepted view.
& N 22 20 5 4 0
Percentage 43.1% 39.2% 10.0% 8.0% 0.0%
Question 18: Faculty should be encouraged to extend their scholarship and knowledge into the greater community.
N 30 16 9 1 1
Percentage 58.8% 31.4% 6.0% 2.0% 2.0%
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Question 19: Faculty tends to be skeptical about the seriousness and integrity of the way publications are peer-reviewed. 
N 13 14 10 8 6
Percentage 25.5% 27.5% 19.6% 15.7% 11.8%
Question 20: There should be one common standard used for LRT at SUU.
N 3 0 9 28 11
Percentage 6.0% 0.0% 17.7% 54.9% 21.6%
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TABLE 4
Response frequencies and percentages for questions designed to measure attitudes toward change in leave, rank and tenure (LRT) 
issues and policies and levels of satisfaction with current LRT policies (Part 3 of the questionnaire) for Acuity and administration at 
Southern Utah University. N = number of responses.
Rating Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
Question 1 : Self-reflection and evaluation are important contributions to the assessment process of LRT.
N 14 21 7 3 0
Percentage 31.1% 46.6% 15.6% 6.7% 0.0%
Question 2: Your current departmental policy and criteria for LRT is acceptable to you.
N 9 9 7 16 4
Percentage 20.0% 20.0% 15.6% 35.6% 8.9%
Question 3: You are satisfied with your departmental criteria for scholarship.
N 7 14 6 13 5
Percentage 15.6% 31.1% 13.3% 28.9% 11.1%
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Question 4: Peer review should be considered a high priority for LRT, merit raises and post tenure review.
N 13 24 4 0 4
Percentage 28.9% 53.3% 8.9% 0.0% 8.9%
Question 5: A weight of 25 percent should be the minimum weight given to any component of LRT, canqms-wide.
N 8 15 12 3 7
Percentage 17.8% 33.3% 26.7% 6.7% 15.6%
Question 6: A common campus-wide LRT policy would be the best direction for SUU to take at this time.
N 3 ' 10 5 22 5
Percentage 6.7% 22.2% 11.1% 48.9% 11.1%
S Question 7: SUU is justified in going through a process of LRT revision, because of all of the discussion about this issue.
Q .
I n  12 21 9 3 0
0 c
Percentage 26.7% 46.6% 20.0% 6.7% 0.0%
1
M Question 8; LRT is the most appropriate mechanism for rewarding Acuity.
3
N 4 8 6 18 9
Percentage 8.9% 18.8% 13.3% 40.0% 20.0%
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Question 9: A Air assessment of scholarly activities would mclude the six standards of Boyer’s model.
N 17 17 9 1 1
Percentage 37.8% 37.8% 20.0% 2.2% 2.2%
Question 10: Letters of recommendation for students should be included when listing scholarly activities. 
N O  3 4 17 21
Percentoge 0.0% 6.7% 8.9% 37.8% 46.6%
C D
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^  TABLE 5
CD
^ Median scores, averages, and 95% confidence limits (ÇL) confuted for responses to questions (Q) 1-7 (N = 7) in Part 1 of the
o'3
a  questionnaire, among colleges: BT = College of Business and Technology, ED = College of Education, HS = College of Humanities
3
CD
8 and Social Sciences, LB = library, PV -  College of Performing and Visual Arts, and SC = College of Science, n = number of
reqwndents in colleges.
■D
C Û
3
O
3
CD Q BT ED HS LB PV SC
"nc
3. (a) (7) (14) (11) (4) (4) (11)
o
CD■D 1 2.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 3.5 4.0
O
C
a 2 2.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 3.5 4.0o'
■D
3 3 2.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 3.0
3 "
C T1—H
CD
Q .
4 2.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
$ 1—H
3 " 5 2.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 2.5 3.0
" O
CD 6 2.0 4.5 2.0 4.0 3.5 3.0
1
C/)W 7 2.0 4.0 2.0 4.5 4.0 3.0
3
Average 2.0 4.2 2.8 4.3 3.6 3.4
145
es
I
m
cfv
m
00
00
m
o
ts
d
I
o\
vq
00
m
vq
o
(S
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CD"O
O
Q.
C
8
Q.
■D
CD
TABLE 6
Median scores, averages and 95% confidence limits (ÇL) confuted for responses to questions (Q) 8-13 (N = 6) in Part 1 of the 
questionnaire, among colleges: BT = College of Business and Technology, ED = College of Education, HS = College of Humanities 
8 and Social Sciences, LB = library, PV = College of Performing and Visual Arts, and SC = College of Science, n = number of
respondents in colleges.
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Q BT ED HS LB PV SC
(n) (7) (14) (11) (4) (4) (11)
8 2.0 3.0 2.0 5.0 1.5 3.0
9 2.0 3.0 3.0 4.5 2.5 3.0
10 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.5 3.0
11 2.0 3.5 2.0 3.0 2.5 3.0
12 2.0 4.0 3.0 4.5 3.5 2.0
13 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 3.0
Average 2.0 3.3 2.5 3.8 2.8 2.8
95% ÇL 2.0- 2.8- 1.9- 2.8- 1.8- 2.4-
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Median scores, averages and 95% confidence limits (ÇL) confuted for responses to questions (Q) 5,7,10-11,13-15,17-19 in Part 2
a  and 1,4-5,9-10 in Part 3 (N = 15) of the questionnaire, among colleges: BT = College of Business and Technology, ED = College of
CD
8 Education, HS = College of Humanities and Social Sciences, LB = library, PV = College of Performing and Visual Arts, and SC =
College of Science, n = number of respondents within colleges.
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3 .3" Part 2 (n) (7) (14) (11) (3) (4) (11)
CD
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■o TABLE 8
CD
Median scores, averages and 95% confidence limits (CL) conq>uted for responses to questions (Q) 6,8-9,12,16 in Part 2 and 2-3,7-8 
in Part 3 (N = 9) of the questionnaire, among colleges: BT = College of Business and Technology, ED = College of Education, HS =
CD
8 College of Humanities and Social Sciences, LB = library, PV = College of Performing and Visual Arts, and SC = College of Science.
C5- n = number of respondents within colleges.
O
3
CD
3
n
Q BT ED HS LB PV SC
c
3 . Part 2 (n) (7) (14) (11) (3) (4) (11)
CD 6 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
1
C
1 8 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3
■ D
g
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3 -
CTr-H 12 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0Q.
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3 "O 16 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
4.0
i Part 3 (n) (6) (12) (8) (3) (4) (11)
3
8'o 2 3.0 2.0 3.5 4.0 1.5 3.0
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CD
i  Median scores, averages and 95% confidence limits (ÇL) computed for responses to two sets of questions (Q): 1,2 and 4 in Part 2;
O
o and 3 and 20 in Part 2, and 6 in Part 3 (N = 3 in each set) of the questionnaire, among colleges: BT = College of Business and
Technology, ED = College of Education, HS = College of Humanities and Social Sciences, LB = library, PV = College o f Performing
(gi and Visual Arts, and SC = College of Science, n = number of respondents within colleges.
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Q BT ED HS LB PV SC
(n) (7) (14) (11) (3) (4) (11)
S etl
Part 2 1 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
2 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
4 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0
Average 4.0 4.0 4.3
Set 2
4.7 4.8 4.7
Part 2 3 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0
20 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
153
P  P
(N (N
PfN —
O  m
pi r i
if l e s
ri ri
I
p)
I
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CD
■ D
O
Q .
C
8
Q .
■D
CD
C/)W
o"3
0
CT
CD
8■D
( O 'CT
1
3
CD
TABLE 10
Median tests (contingency Chi-Square tables) comparing respondents grouped according to years of service and status for average 
median scores for questions grouped into Research Questions 1-5. Years of service are < 19 years and > 19 years, divided at the 
midpoint of the range of years (= 1 to 38). Status refers to tenured (T) and non-tenured (NT) Acuity. Average median scores are 
arranged above and below the combined median score, for each set of research questions. N = number of scores (and respondents); df 
= 1 for all comparisons.
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Research Questions 
3 4 5(Set 1) 5(Set2)
Years o f Service: <19 >19 <19 >19 <19 >19 <19 >19 <19 >19 <19 >19
Above 16.5 4 19 5 22 7 17 4.5 20.5 3.5 23 8.5
Below 21.5 8 19 7 15 5 18 7.5 17.5 8.5 15 3.5
N: 50 50 47 48 47 47
i-. .08 .03 .07 .11 1.3 .09
e .78 .86 .79 .74 .24 .76
Status: T NT T NT T NT T NT T NT T NT
Above 17 3.5 9 8.5 20.5 9 15 7.5 15.5 8 21.5 9.5
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FIGURE 1
Responses to Questions h  Part 1 of the Questbnnaie in Likert-type Categories
I Very Knowledgeable or Knowledgeable □  Neutral B Little Knowledge or No Knowledge
S 15
Questions
Figure 1. Frequencies of all responses to questions in Part 1 of the questionnaire grouped into Likert-type categories of very 
knowledgeable or knowledgeable, neutral, and little knowledge or no knowledge.
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FIGURE 2
Responses to Questions in Part 2 of the Questionnaire in Likert-type Categories
I Strongly Agree or Agree DNeutral B Disagree or Strongly Disagree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Questions
Figure 2. Frequencies of all responses to questions in Part 2 of the questionnaire grouped into Likert-type categories of strongly agree 
or agree, neutral, and disagree or strongly disagree.
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Responses to Questions in Part 3 of the Questionnaire in Likert-type Categories
I Strongly Agree or Agree DNeutral B Disagree or Strongly Disagree
2 30 -
^  20
5 6
Questions
10
Figure 3. Frequencies of all responses to questions in Part 3 of the questionnaire grouped into Likert-type categories of strongly agree 
or agree, neutral, and disagree or strongly disagree.
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FIGURE 4
Average Median Score & 95% Confidence Linits for Questions 1-7, Part 1, Among CoDeges
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Figure 4. Average median score (boxes) and 95% confidence limits (vertical fines) for questions 1-7, Part 1, among colleges.
LB = library, ED = College of Education, PV = College of Performing and Visual Arts, SC = College of Science, HS = College of 
Humanities and Social Sciences, and BT = College of Business and Technology.
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FIGURES
Average Median Score & 95% Confidence Limits for Questions 8-13, Part 1, Among Colleges
i i
LB ED PV SC HS BT
Colleges
Figure 5. Average median score (boxes) and 95% confidence limits (vertical lines) for questions 8-13, Part 1, among colleges.
LB = library, ED = College of Education, PV = College of Performing and Visual Arts, SC = College of Science, HS = College of 
Hiunanhies and Social Sciences, and BT = College of Business and Technology.
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FIGURE 6
AvBiagB Median Score & 95% Confidence Linits for Questions S, 7,10-11,13-15,17-19 in Part
2, & 1,4-5,9-10 in Part 3, Among CoOeges
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Figure 6. Average median score (boxes) and 95% confidence limits (vertical lines) for questions 5,7,10-11,13-15,17-19, Part 2, and 
1,4-5,9-10, Part 3, among colleges. ED = College of Education, HS = College of Humanities and Social Sciences, LB = library, SC 
= College of Science, PV = College of Performing and Visual Arts, and BT = CoUege of Business and Technology.
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FIGURE?
Average Median Score & 95% Confidence Limits fcr Questions 6,8-9,12,16 in Part 2 & 2-3,7-8 in
Part 3, Among Colleges
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Figure 7. Average median score (boxes) and 95% confidence limits (vertical lines) for questions 6, 8-9,12,16, Part 2, and 2-3, 7-8, 
Part 3, among colleges. ED = College of Education, HS = College of Humanities and Social Sciences, LB = library, BT = College of 
Business and Technology, SC = College of Science, and PV = College of Performing and Visual Arts.
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FIGURES
Average Median Scores & 95% Confidence Linits for Set 1 (Questions 1-2 & 4, Part 2) & Set 2 
(Questions 3 & 20, Part 2, & 6, Part 3), Anoong CoDeges
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Figure 8. Average median scores (boxes), fi'om grouped college scores, and 95% confidence limits (vertical lines) for Set 1 (questions 
1-2 and 4, Part 2) and Set 2 (questions 3 and 20, Part 2, and 6, Part 3).
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Scatter Plot of Respondent’s Years of Service & Average Median Score £>r 
Research Question 1 - Part 1, Questions 1-7
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Figure 9. Scatter plot of respondent’s years of service and average median score for Research Question 1 -  Part 1, questions 1-7. 
Vertical dashed line divides the area into two groups according to the midpoint of years of service; horizontal dashed line 
approximates the combined median score (= 4) for each group.
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FIGURE 10
Scatter Pbt ofReqwndent's Years of Service & Average Median Score for Research Question 2
Part 1, Questions 8-13
5
4
co
3
2
1
0
0 5 10 15 20 25 35 4030
Years of Service
■D
CD
(/)
C/)
Figure 10. Scatter plot of respondent’s years of service and average median score for Research Question 2 -  Part 1, questions 8-13. 
Vertical dashed line divides the area into two groups according to the midpoint of years of service; horizontal dashed line 
approximates the combined median score (= 3) for each group.
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Scatter Pbt of Respondent's Years of Service & Average Median Score for 
Research Questbn 3 - P arti, Questions S, 7,10-11,13-15,17-19, & Part 3,1,4-5,9-10
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Figure 11. Scatter plot of respondent’s years of service and average median score for Research Question 3 -  Part 2, questions 5, 7,10- 
11,13-15 and 17-19, and Part 3, questions 1,4-5 and 9-10. Vertical dashed line divides the area into two groups according to the 
midpoint o f years of service; horizontal dashed line approximates the combined median score (= 4) for each group.
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FIGURE 12
Scatter Plot of Respondent's Years of Service & Average Median Score for 
Research Question 4 - Part 2, Questions 6,8-9,12 & 16, & Part 3, Questions 2-3 & 7-8
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Figure 12. Scatter plot of respondent’s years of service and average median score for Research Question 4 -  Part 2, Questions 6,8-9, 
12 and 16, and Part 3, questions 2-3 and 7-8. Vertical dashed line divides the area into two groups according to the midpoint of years 
of service; horizontal dashed line approximates the combined median score (= 4) for each group.
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FIGURE 13
Scatter Plots for Respondent's Years of Service & Average Median Scores for Research (Question 
5 - Set 1, Questions 3 & 20 in Part 2, & 6 in Part 3; Set 2, (Questions 1,2 & 4 in Part 2
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Figure 13. Scatter plots of respondent’s years of service and average median score for Research Question 5 -S e t 1, Part 2 questions 3 
and 20, and Part 3, question 6; Set 2, Part 2, questions 1,2 and 4. Vertical dashed line divides the area into two groups according to 
the midpoint of years o f service; horizontal dashed lines approximate the combined median scores for groups in Set 1 (= 2) and Set 2 
(=4).
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